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ABSTRACT
Impacting Learning for 21st Century Students: A Phenomenological Study of Higher
Education Faculty Utilizing a Service Learning Approach
by Christina Marshall
Higher education has been increasing its focus on service as a way to make
connections. One effective model for integrating the community in an educationally
meaningful way is service learning. Service learning creates a practical experience where
students learn and problem solve in the context of their lives and communities.
However, not all faculty are buying into the benefits of incorporating service learning in
the curriculum as it is both time and energy intensive. If service learning is to be
implemented and sustained as part of the curriculum, faculty must be dedicated to its
success.
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to explore factors that motivate
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum in private, higher education
institutions in Southern California. As a product of this qualitative study, it is the hope
that this research provides increased evidence in establishing faculty interest and
participation in service learning. As faculty become familiar in this type of pedagogy,
service learning pedagogy may shift from marginal participation to becoming
institutionalized.
The data gathered from the interviews revealed factors that influenced their use of
service learning. Findings suggest that participants believe that service learning is
directly tied to the values they see in their fields as it directly relates to their personal
values. Service learning allowed their students to discover who they are and look to the
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community to make change. By creating experiences that engaged the community,
students were able to build stronger connections to the community and see their role
within it. For many participants, it was that sense of awareness and citizenship, they gave
them a renewed sense of purpose, and gave their work and efforts validation. For faculty
to continue in this type of work, organizational support and recognition of value is
needed. Findings suggest that, for service learning to take hold as an institutional
priority, the goal needs to focus on establishing a university-wide policy that recognizes
the value of service learning as both a pedagogical tool and an output of scholarly
activity.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
In today’s academia, researchers have argued that higher education should teach
students to see themselves as part of a “diverse democratic society” (King, Perez, &
Shim, 2013; Nussbaum, 2010; Boyer, 1987). The purpose of education is not only aimed
at preparing students to gain employment, but also to lead lives of purpose and help shape
a “citizenry” that can support their communities (Hatcher & Studer, 2015; Ward, 2003;
Guthrie, 2007; Boyer, 1987). To prepare students to be socially responsible citizens,
higher education must do more than teach our students to become critical readers, writers,
and thinkers (Keeling & Hersh, 2011; Ehrlich & Jacoby, 2009). As part of an intellectual
movement, service learning has had a significant impact across disciplines in higher
education over the last several decades. By connecting theory and practice (Harris, 2011;
Lee, 2011; Butin, 2010; Bringle, Phillips & Hudson, 2004; Bringle, Hatcher & Games,
1997), this innovative pedagogy began as a way to support student growth and
development in establishing a sense of civic consciousness (Kinsley & McPherson,
1995).
In the United States, changing demographics have led college professors to focus
their attention on helping students gain the knowledge and skills that will facilitate
success and a connection with the community (King et al., 2013; Guerra, 2013). In fact,
scholars (Saltmarsh, Zlotkowski, & Hollander, 2011; Kezar & Rhoads, 2001) argue that
many higher education mission statements reflect the need to educate a well-rounded
student in global citizenship. A paradigm shift towards civic education has advanced
rapidly as students of the 21st century are being faced with the challenges that require a
civic capacity that can be developed through education (AAC&U, 2005). In 2005, the
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Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) launched the Liberal
Education and America’s Promise (LEAP) initiative as a global obligation. The LEAP
initiative was established to meet the world’s demand to produce college-educated,
engaged and informed citizens. There is a growing need for universities to foster the
development of intercultural competency to deepen students’ learning and understanding
of the world around them (Farber, 2011; Lee, 2011). Through this initiative, LEAP
promotes high impact practices, which includes service learning, to help students achieve
learning outcomes that incorporate knowledge of human culture and the physical and
natural world; intellectual and personal skills; personal and social responsibility; and
integrative and applied learning (Tukibayeva & Gonyea, 2014; Riehle & Weiner, 2013).
As a high impact practice, the ultimate goal of service learning in higher
education is to teach students how to become analytical thinkers using the content from
the classroom and allowing them to apply it in their community experiences (Whitley &
Walsh, 2014; Trail Ross, 2012; La Lopa, 2012; Brownell & Swaner, 2009; Guthrie, 2007;
Lee, 2011; Adams & Marchesani, 1992; Bringle et al., 1997). This creates a challenge
for the teacher in ensuring that students look to their university and the community they
belong to as the first of many communities they connect with (Harris, 2011). By
fostering the values of “democratic citizenship,” students will gain an expanded view of
education to include civic learning and social responsiveness (Saltmarsh, 2011). This
focus on civic participation will help students as they become engaged within the
community and real-world challenges.
While educators tend to view the classroom as the sole learning environment,
service learning adds a significant community piece that requires faculty to understand
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how to incorporate it into their classroom. Typically, faculty teach the way they were
taught and replicate teaching practices via the lecture method by concentrating on both
course content and disciplinary knowledge (Kuh and Whitt, 1988; Adams & Marchesani,
1992). Faculty today are being required to do more with less resources in preparing
students for their future as well as finding a balance in their scholarship (Smith, 2008;
Colby, 2003). Another challenge is the perceived discrepancy in faculty reward systems
and the lack of alignment between expectations, stated requirements, and incentives
(Ward, 2003). Research suggests this creates an environment with competing obligations
as faculty grapple with new teaching methods and styles (Lotan, 2004). A common
challenge faced by 21st century educators is creating curriculum and research that meets
the needs of the community (Butin, 2010). To bridge that gap, faculty will need the
opportunity to gain new teaching skills (Cooper, 2014; Furco & Moely, 2012; Saltmarsh
et al., 2011; Garcia & Smith, 1996) and perceive service learning and community
engagement as a legitimate (and incentivized) part of their role in higher education
(Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016; Furco & Moely, 2012; Beere, Vortuba & Wells, 2011;
Butin, 2010; Colby, 2003).
Background
Early conceptual experiences of service can be traced to the land grant movement
of the 1860’s (Altbach, 2011a; Stanton, Giles, & Cruz, 1999). The tradition of service in
the community can be traced back to early 20th century (Jacoby, 2015; McKay & Estrella,
2008) and has been a part of the activities of families, churches, and nonprofit
organizations (Kinsley & McPherson, 1995). Early practitioners began in the field of
experiential learning; however, in the late 1980s service learning received notoriety as a
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way to connect students to their communities (Saltmarsh & Hartley, 2016; Saltmarsh et
al., 2011; Altbach, 2011a; Bastedo, 2011). During the 1990’s, service learning expanded
throughout higher education to promote increased student learning by blending the act of
service and academic study with real-world community experiences (Hartley &
Saltmarsh, 2016; Saltmarsh et al., 2011; Lee, 2011). Byers & Gray (2012) argue that the
National and Community Service Acts of 1990 and 1993 paved the way for universities
to provide service learning experiences. Since the early 2000s, a generational shift has
forced institutions to look for ways to “support engaged scholars and serve a larger
public, democratic purpose” (Saltmarsh & Hartley, 2016, p. 15).
Many higher education institutions are grappling with the need for social reform.
This paradigm has pushed universities across the United States to revert to their founding
mission statements in an effort to ensure students become productive citizens (Saltmarsh
et al., 2011). At the core of social reform is the need for universities to foster civic
engagement and cultural competence. Research shows that students that are not exposed
to diversity and cultural awareness lack the ability to thrive in a world where diverse
backgrounds exist (Cohn & Mullenix, 2007). Therefore, universities are being called to
provide students with an education that reengages academics with civic values (Butin,
2010). In order for students to succeed in the 21st century, college educators must
prepare students to live in a diverse society with the knowledge and skills necessary to
succeed in the workplace (King et al., 2013; Guerra, 2013; Keeling & Hersh, 2011;
Bringle & Steinberg, 2010). To develop engaged learners and citizens, students need to
understand the world outside the classroom as well as understand their role within it
(DeMeis & Sutton 2011; Nussbaum, 2010; Smith, 2008).
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Early Theorists
Early educational theorists including John Dewey, Paulo Freire, David Kolb,
Donald Schon and Jack Mezirow provided the pedagogical foundation for education,
learning theories, and the need to make a connection between theory and practice
(Saltmarsh & Hartley, 2016; Saltmarsh, 2011; Butin, 2010; Smith, 2008). These theorists
provided the educational framework to support the service learning movement throughout
higher education (Smith, 2008). John Dewey was influential for his philosophy on
education and the importance of integrating pedagogy with experience (Merriam &
Bierema, 2014; Saltmarsh, 2011; Elias & Merriam, 2005). Dewey believed that
individuals “learn best by engaging mind, body, spirit, experience and knowledge”
(Kezar & Rhoads, 2001) and thus should prepare them to succeed in life (Torp & Sage,
2002). Paulo Freire, a Brazilian educator, took the work of Dewey a bit further by
redefining the role of teaching (Saltmarsh, 2011) by engaging students equally in the
learning process (Mithra, 2014; Kolb & Kolb, 2009; Elias & Merriam, 2005). Freire
believed that education could inspire social change by challenging students through
active reflection on their experiences (Cronley, Madden, Davis & Preble, 2014; Merriam
& Bierema, 2014; Mithra, 2014; Smith, 2008; Estes, 2004).
The last three theorists looked at experience and reflection as a cycle in ones’
learning. David Kolb believed that at the heart of learning was experience (Merriam &
Bierema, 2014) and argued that it was the use of reflective observation that changes
thinking resulting in new experiences (Knowles, Holton & Swanson, 2015; Strange &
Banning, 2001). Donald Schon took Kolb’s thinking a bit further developing a model to
incorporate a reflection-in-action model (Ryan, 2013; Rogers, 2001). Schon believed that
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one should use reflective processes when faced with a challenging experience (Rogers,
2001). Lastly, Jack Mezirow believed that educators had a responsibility to provide
students with opportunities to develop a sense of civic and social responsibility (Smith,
2008). Mezirow focused on the idea of transformative learning where content and
experience go beyond students’ existing knowledge (Merriam & Bierema, 2014; Elias &
Merriam, 2005; Rogers, 2001). All of these theorists paved the way to show the
importance of providing an education to challenge students’ critical thinking, reflective
inquiry, and ability to look beyond the content to transform the way they think (Kruger &
Pearl, 2016; Saltmarsh, 2011).
Service Learning Defined
Higher education has been increasing its focus on service (Cronley et al., 2014;
Bringle & Hatcher, 2000) and as a consequence continues to build new methods for
connecting to their communities (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016; Pike, Bringle & Hatcher,
2014). One effective model for integrating the community in an educationally
meaningful way is service learning. Service learning creates a practical experience where
students learn and problem solve in the context of their lives and communities (King et
al., 2013; Cadwallader, Atwong, & Lebard, 2013; Lee, 2011; Crew, 2011; Thomson,
Smith-Tolken, Naidoo & Bringle, 2011; Adams & Marchesani, 1992). By promoting a
more active pedagogy, service learning balances the service and the learning of the
course content by deepening and linking them in a meaningful way (Longo & Gibson,
2016; Rimmerman, 2011; Beere, 2011; Butin, 2010; Chupp & Joseph, 2010; Brownell &
Swaner, 2009). The intention is for students to gain a better understanding of the course
content by connecting theory and practice (Rimmerman, 2011; Butin, 2010; Lee, 2011;
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Brownell & Swaner, 2009; Bringle et al., 2004; Hammond, 1994) in an effort to have
students see themselves as part of the community (Brownell & Swaner, 2009). This
connection is intended to lead to deeper understanding of cultural awareness (King et al.,
2013; Trail Ross, 2012; Brownell & Swaner, 2009; Sedlak, Doheny, Panthofer & Anaya,
2003), civic education and engagement (Smith, 2008; Bringle & Hatcher, 1996), and a
multifaceted theoretical foundation (Harris, 2011).
The purpose of higher education today is to empower students (Bryer, 2014),
challenge the way students think (Guerra, 2013; Strange & Banning, 2001), and create
the learning experiences necessary to prepare students to succeed outside the classroom
(Brownell & Swaner, 2009; Hung, Harpole Bailey & Jonassen, 2003). Education is
meant to change a person’s state and condition of understanding (Guerra, 2013; Strange
& Banning, 2001) and nurture within students a “practical wisdom” by reflecting on key
questions (Pangle, 2013). These questions allow students to ponder and engage in critical
thinking by questioning “what they are, why they matter, why they are difficult, and why
pursuing answers to them is nonetheless worthwhile” (Pangle, 2013, p. 208). It has been
shown that critical reflection adds a component for students to evaluate how new
information blends with their old ways of thinking and assumptions (Kruger & Pearl,
2016; King et al., 2013; Fitch, Steinke & Hudson, 2013; Ryan, 2013; Bringle et al., 2004;
Smith, MacGregor, Matthews & Gabelnick, 2004; Kashmanian Oats & Gaither, 2001;
Gibson, Kostecki & Lucas, 2001; Rogers, 2001; Mezirow, 1998; Toole & Toole, 1995).
Rooted in its foundation, service learning provides a basis for transformational
learning (Smith, 2008) by engaging students and faculty in practical and meaningful
learning to foster new ways of thinking (Eyler & Giles, 1999). A necessary component
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of this foundation is critical reflection (Smith, 2008; McKay & Rozee, 2004; Schensul,
Berg & Brase, 2002; Bringle & Hatcher, 1996), which draws upon the act of service to
create ties back to the learning to assess student’s personal growth and development
(King et al., 2013; Saltmarsh, 2011; Kaye, 2010; Rasch & Murphy, 2009) McKay &
Estrella, 2008; Guthrie, 2007; Gibson et al., 2001; Kashmanian Oates & Gaither, 2001;
Toole & Toole, 1995). This paradigm shift in how educators utilize the classroom also
affects this impact on authentic learning. Lee (2011) believes that service learning
provides a methodology for not only connecting students to their communities but also
encourages faculty to develop initiatives to bring about change in the curriculum as well
as their institution.
Growth of Service Learning
Service learning has roots in the commitment of American colleges and
universities to “prepare leaders for their local communities, states, and the nation”
(Harkavy & Hartley, 2010) and to serve a “public purpose” (Jacoby, 2015). The term
service learning was first coined in 1966 by Oak Ridge Associated Universities (Harkavy
& Hartley, 2010). While service learning developed on numerous college campuses,
most scholars date the beginning of the “modern service-learning movement” to 1978
with the work of the National Society for Experiential Education (Jacoby, 2015). In the
late 1980’s, presidents of higher education institutions began to find ways to increase the
applicability of the undergraduate experience (Kezar & Rhoads, 2001) through
community service (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016). This led to the establishment of
Campus Compact, an organization built to focus on the purpose of higher education, in
1986. Founded as a way to impede the image of students acquiring an education selfishly
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for monetary reasons, Campus Compact focused on establishing supportive structures to
encourage students to give back (Campus Compact, 2015). Kezar & Rhoads (2001)
believed this organization was created to help build links between institutions and their
local community through service. Today, Campus Compact is comprised of 1,100
colleges and universities committed to community and civic engagement through service
learning and community-based research (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016). In fact, California
has its own state office comprised of 60 colleges and universities. The California
Campus Compact focuses solely on the civic purposes of higher education granting
funding, training, and assistance to advance community and civic engagement (California
Campus Compact, n.d.).
Service learning in the 1990s and 2000s continued to flourish as universities and
colleges rededicated themselves to their public purpose (Jacoby, 2015). In the early
2000s, civic engagement became “prominent in the work of institutions of higher
education and in the literature to denote educating students to be active democratic
citizens” (Jacoby, 2015, p. 16). Adding to the growth of service learning, the LEAP
initiative identified several “essential learning outcomes,” which included among many
others “civic knowledge and engagement” (Jacoby, 2015). Jacoby (2015) argues that “a
key indicator of the centrality of service-learning in American higher education is the
prominence of curricular engagement in the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching’s Elective Classification on Community Engagement” (p. 19). In fact, Bringle
& Hatcher (2009) contend that curricular engagement through service learning is a core
component of the Carnegie classification. Service learning is on the rise for many
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American college campuses, but “is also expanding rapidly at colleges and universities
around the world” (Jacoby, 2015, p. 20).
High Impact Practices
Many higher institutions are evaluating the way in which they deliver their
undergraduate experiences through various high impact practices. These high impact
practices include such programs as “first year seminars, common intellectual experiences,
learning communities, writing-intensive courses, collaborative assignments and projects,
undergraduate research, diversity/global learning, service, community-based learning,
internships, and capstone courses” (Kruger & Pearl, 2016; Longo & Gibson, 2016;
Brownell & Swaner, 2009; AAC&U, 2005). In 2007, George Kuh coined the term “high
impact practices” to delineate programs that provide enhanced learning and make a
difference in students’ lives (Tukibayeva & Gonyea, 2014) by challenging the way
students think (Brownell & Swaner, 2009). This emphasis on active learning practices
has caused many institutions to reevaluate their institutional priorities and how effective
they are in their deliverables to their students i.e. learning skills, knowledge transfer, and
real world experiences.
Kuh distinguished high impact practices using six important characteristics: 1)
focus on a “challenging educational goal;” 2) provide shared experiences between faculty
and students; 3) exposure to different perspectives; 4) continuous feedback; 5)
application of course content; and 6) the opportunity to deepen the learning (Tukibayeva
& Gonyea, 2014; Brownell & Swaner, 2009). These characteristics enable students to
gain real-world knowledge through experience with collaborative problem solving
(Tukibayeva & Gonyea, 2014). As one example of a high impact practice, service
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learning allows students to participate in a community project or effort and with the
collaboration of faculty, reflect on their understanding of their experiences (Tukibayeva
& Gonyea, 2014).
Role of the Faculty
From a higher education perspective, service learning doesn’t just pertain to
students, but also involves faculty, staff, and community partnerships in creating
meaningful service experiences (Pike et al., 2014). While there is ample research on the
student experience with service learning, studies on the role faculty plays is limited.
Despite the benefits of service learning, faculty are still resistant to this pedagogy (Furco
& Moely, 2012). Much of the research on the role of faculty in service learning points to
the challenges of convincing faculty of its merits. Smith (2008) states that a challenge
exists in convincing faculty that service learning is beneficial to their classrooms.
Researchers (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016; Beere et al., 2011; Colby, 2003) believe that
faculty must believe that this type of pedagogy is valid and recognized by the institution.
Based on the ideas of Earnest Boyer (1990), the challenge exists due to existing faculty
demands in preparing students, being responsive to community needs, and being
productive members of higher education.
There is a paradigm shift in the role of faculty as it focuses on “research
distinction and productivity” (Colby, 2003). In fact, scholars (Smith, 2008; Colby, 2003)
argue that faculty are expected to do more than satisfy their traditional role as an educator
and must focus on more than teaching excellence. Boyer (1990) suggests that until
institutions revamp their promotion and tenure guidelines to acknowledge service efforts,
faculty will not see the reward. In higher education today, faculty are reviewed on their
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scholarly productivity and research (Ward, 2003). In a more recent study, Cooper (2014)
asserts that engaging in service learning can impact faculty as well as the institution in
positive ways. Cooper (2014) found that service learning was a good method for
integrating one’s “teaching, scholarship and service” and bringing visibility to their
institution. Furthermore, faculty expectations are changing in higher education with the
growing emphasis on service. Based on the findings of Cadwallader et al. (2013), it can
be argued that faculty have a role in increasing the “brand image of their institutions” by
reaching out and raising the visibility within their local communities (p. 137).
Knight (2013) suggests that educators understand that helping students see
connections between learning concepts can increase student learning. However, a key
piece in creating successful experiences is creating institutional support for these types of
learning community approaches (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016; Furco & Moely, 2012).
Butin (2010) suggests that the first step is getting faculty and students to buy-into its
merits and institutional leaders’ to show commitment. Research has long pointed out a
common issue of faculty time commitment (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016; Cooper,
2014; Cronley et al., 2014; Trail Ross, 2012; Beere et al., 2011; Butin, 2010; Davis,
2009; Porath & Jordan, 2009; Smith, 2008; Michael, 2007; Bulot & Johnson, 2006;
Colby, 2003; Torp & Sage, 2002; Hammond, 1994) as a deterrent for incorporating this
active pedagogy. In fact, Poikela, Vuisknoski & Karna (2009) suggests that a challenge
exists because faculty are not able to manage the curriculum on their own and need
institutional support. In a recent study by Cooper (2014) on faculty perspectives for
sustaining service learning, common challenges exist as faculty require institutional
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support as well as resources to meet their needs. In fact, Cooper (2014) suggests that
more research is needed to expose faculty resolve in engaging in service learning.
Statement of the Research Problem
Service learning pedagogy has seen a resurgence of interest since the 1980’s. In
the early 1990s, service learning expanded in higher education as a way to connect
academic study with community experiences (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016; Saltmarsh et
al., 2011). Service learning is an active pedagogy that focuses on action and critical
reflection in an effort to make connections to course content through community
problem-solving experiences (Wagner & Mathison, 2015; Riehle & Weiner, 2013; Lee,
2011; Bringle & Steinberg, 2010; Brownell & Swaner, 2009; Kashmanian Oates &
Gaither, 2001; Kezar & Rhoads, 2001; Adams & Marchesani, 1992). Faculty in higher
education academia have long seen the benefits of service learning in the curriculum and
contemplated educational and social reform. Despite extensive research on the
advantages to service learning for both students and faculty, the problem of marginal
faculty participation in developing service learning into the curriculum in higher
education still persists (Furco & Moely, 2012).
“Virtually every institutional mission statement claims that the institution
prepares students for global citizenship, active democratic participation, or social
responsibility” (Jacoby, 2015, p. 19). Thus, higher education today should prepare
students to live in a diverse and global economy (Delano-Oriaran, 2014; King et al.,
2013). Bringle & Steinberg (2010) suggests that universities main focus is on
“developing the academic competencies of their students.” Guerra (2013) suggests that
American higher education institutions focus on ensuring students gain useful and
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practical knowledge that will prepare them for life and employment. However, higher
education classrooms are failing to expose them to diverse perspectives and issues, and
“deliver true higher learning” (Keeling & Hersh, 2011). By embracing more diverse
thinking, students will challenge traditional perspectives and foster new ways of thinking
(Akombo, 2013; Cohn & Mullenix, 2007). Akombo (2013) argues that diversity in the
curriculum is on the rise and there is a demand for educators who are aware and
understand these needs.
Guerra (2013) suggests that teachers have an obligation to provide students with
an education that will help them live as citizens. However, not all faculty are buying into
the benefits of incorporating service learning in the curriculum as it is both time and
energy intensive (Cooper, 2014; Michael, 2007; Hammond, 1994), and thus limits deeper
student learning. Research suggests that common challenges among faculty in
implementing service learning include factors related to time (Darby & KnightMcKenna, 2016: Cooper, 2014; Hutchings, Taylor & Ciccone, 2011; Beere et al., 2011;
Davis, 2009; Witmer, Silverman, & Gaschen, 2009; Smith, 2008; Michael, 2007; Bulot &
Johnson, 2006; Colby, 2003; Sedlak et al., 2003; Abes, Jackson, & Jones, 2002;
Hammond, 1994); lack of institutional support (Cooper, 2014; Cronley et al., 2014);
institutional barriers (Cronley et al., 2014; Kezar & Rhoads, 2001); institutional
recognition (Bringle et al., 1997; Hammond, 1994); logistics (Cronley et al., 2014; Smith,
2008; Abes et al., 2002); and lack of faculty reward systems to support this type of
pedagogy (Cooper, 2014; Cronley et al., 2014; Colby, 2003; Ward, 2003; Abes et al.,
2002). Colby (2003) argues that in higher education more emphasis is placed on research
and productivity over teaching excellence. If service learning is to be implemented and
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sustained as part of the curriculum, faculty must be dedicated to its success (Darby &
McKenna-Knight, 2016).
Ward (2003) states that what is needed is an “inclusive” perspective of what it
means to be a 21st century educator. Faculty may be willing to change the way they teach
if they feel more competent as educators and the investment to implement this type of
pedagogy is limited (Bringle & Hatcher, 1996). In 2005, McIntyre, Webb & Hite
conducted a study on faculty incorporating service learning in marketing curriculum.
Based on their findings, it can be argued that once faculty become aware of service
learning, understand its merits, and become interested, they will contemplate adopting
and using it in their own curriculum. In fact, Darby & Knight-McKenna (2016)
conducted a more recent study on sustaining faculty motivation in service learning;
findings indicated that faculty maintain their motivation when they enhance their
knowledge and experience with the pedagogy by such activities as researching the
literature and having discussions with colleagues. Furthermore, researchers argue that if
faculty are to invest in this type of pedagogy they must believe in its value and legitimacy
(Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016; Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016; Beere et al., 2011; Colby,
2003) in achieving their “teaching goals” (O’Meara, 2008).
The impact of service learning on students has long been studied, but there is a
gap in the literature that explores what drives faculty to initiate and implement this
pedagogy in their curriculum from a qualitative perspective. Researchers argue that
while utilizing a quantitative design provides a snapshot of the pedagogy’s application
(Cronley et al., 2014) it is important to explore the faculty perspective using a qualitative
design as it offers “a richer understanding of why faculty do and do not use service-
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learning” (Abes et al., 2002, p. 15). As service learning is a curriculum-driven initiative,
faculty involvement is crucial (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016; Furco & Moely, 2012;
Altbach, 2011a; Sedlak et al., 2003; Bringle & Hatcher, 1996). Researchers (Saltmarsh
& Hartley, 2016; Katz Jameson, Clayton & Ash, 2013; Fitch et al., 2013; Van Note
Chism, Palmer & Price, 2013) argue that faculty use service learning if there is a
potential to challenge students’ learning and critical thinking by promoting deeper
learning of content. In a more recent study, Cadwallader et al. (2013) assert that if
faculty understand the benefits service learning offers to their students then they have the
opportunity to use it in their curriculum “to maximize their pedagogical value” (p. 148).
Further, Darby & Knight-McKenna (2016) argue that by understanding why faculty
persevere with their commitment to service learning may help minimize, if not, eliminate
obstacle’s for engaging in this type of pedagogy. Thus, if service learning pedagogy
offers so many advantages for student learning and development, then why is service
learning in higher education not more prevalent?
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to explore factors that motivate
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum in private, higher education
institutions in Southern California.
Research Questions
This study was guided by one central research question and five sub-questions
designed to explore factors that motivate faculty to integrate service learning into their
curriculum.
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Central Question
What are the lived experiences of higher education faculty that have motivated
them to integrate service learning in their curriculum?
Sub-questions
1. Definition - How do faculty perceive the meaning and use of service learning?
2. Motivation - What personal values, beliefs, and experiences have motivated
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum? Was there a path within
their career that led them to this (e.g. education, prior experience)?
3. Institution - What institutional support factors motivate faculty to integrate service
learning in their curriculum?
4. Recognition - What types of rewards and recognition motivate faculty to integrate
service learning in their curriculum?
5. Outcomes - What student learning outcomes motivate faculty to integrate service
learning in their curriculum? What are some of their significant success stories of
their students who have participated in their courses?
Significance of the Problem
The significance of this study focused on its contribution to the growing literature
on service learning in higher education. Student learning outcomes in service learning
have been well documented; however, research on faculty incentives and motivations to
integrate service learning is needed (Cooper, 2014) as well as the impact of this pedagogy
(Byers & Gray, 2012). Cooper (2014) argues that “less is known about the impact on and
persistence of faculty engaged in this pedagogy” (p. 416). In order to both sustain and
institutionalize service learning efforts, it is critical to have a greater awareness of the
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challenges faculty face as well as how they overcome them and remain persistent.
O’Meara (2013) argues that research is needed to understand how faculty motivation is
impacted institutionally, by discipline, career stage, generation and appointment type. In
addition, the shift in faculty roles requires further research to understand the impact of
appointment structures and competing demands for time on sustaining faculty motivation
for service learning and community engagement (O’Meara, 2013).
The role faculty play in higher education has been under pressure in recent years.
Bastedo (2011) argues that “the curriculum itself signifies changes in faculty’s
underlying assumptions of what counts as knowledge, what knowledge is most worthy of
transmission, and what organizational forms are most appropriate” (p. 426). While
studies have examined characteristics of faculty members who use service learning
(McKay & Rozee, 2004; Abes et al., 2002; Holland, 1999), research on service learning
still remains both “underutilized and under-researched” (Cronley et al., 2014). In
addition, while studies on faculty perceptions of service learning have been studied
(Cronley et al., 2014; La Lopa, 2012; Chupp & Joseph, 2010; Smith, 2008; McKay and
Rozee, 2004; Holland, 1999; Hammond, 1994), a gap exists as studies have focused
primarily on quantitative, survey data or institutional case study analysis (O’Meara,
Sandmann, Saltmarsh & Giles, 2011). Cronley et al. (2014) argue that studies on service
learning are needed on instructors’ attitudes as well as how they utilize this pedagogy in
their classroom. By using a qualitative analysis, it is the hope that data will be obtained
to glean a more detailed picture of faculty motivations in implementing service learning
(O’Meara, 2013).
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As a product of this qualitative study, it is the hope that this research provides
increased evidence in establishing faculty interest and participation in service learning.
As faculty become familiar with this type of pedagogy, service learning pedagogy may
shift from marginal participation to becoming institutionalized. As faculty become more
experienced, they may be more accepting of innovative, active pedagogies to foster
growth and development in their students (Strange & Banning, 2001) and create meaning
in their work (Clayton, Hess, Jaeger, Katz Jameson & McGuire, 2013).
Definitions
The following are the operational and technical terms as used in this study. The
following definitions were developed after a thorough review of the literature:
Citizenship: Citizenship requires teaching students how to relate to their world
and community. According to Nussbaum (2010), institutions can create citizens by
allowing students to see the world from another perspective. Ehrlich & Jacoby (2009)
suggest that encouraging citizenship requires more than knowledge and should include a
sense of personal responsibility, involvement and dedication.
Civic Engagement: Civic engagement is the act of becoming involved and
engaged in the community. Hatcher & Studer (2015) suggest that in order for students to
become civically engaged they must relate who they are with their educational
experiences. Civic engagement requires collaboration with others that may be different
than yourself (Dunlap & Webster, 2009) to foster a sense of social responsibility and
respect for diversity (Butin, 2010; Sedlak et al., 2003; Hammond, 1994).
Civic-mindedness: Civic-mindedness focuses on an individual’s disposition to be
both experienced and committed to ones’ community (Pike et al., 2014; Hatcher, 2011).
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According to Hatcher (2011), one that is civic-minded has the ability to work with others
to improve the community.
Community Engagement: Community engagement connects learning to the
community through understanding and collaboration. Being engaged allows for
connecting learning to a bigger scheme in pursuit of “partnership and reciprocity”
(Jacoby, 2015; Crew, 2011). Saltmarsh (2011) suggests that in order to effectively
participate in ones’ community you must have an understanding of its history to be able
to influence its future.
Critical Thinking: Critical thinking requires an individual to evaluate ones’ prior
“assumptions” (Merriam & Bierema, 2014; Sedlak et al., 2003). Kolb & Kolb (2009)
argue that in order to develop ones’ ability to think critically one must practice
“theoretical model building and the creation of scenarios for action” (p. 319).
Faculty: Faculty are educators in institutions of higher learning that have
experience in the content and relay that knowledge to their students. Elias & Merriam
(2005) argue that faculty create an experience that fosters learning.
High Impact Practices: The term high impact practices was defined in 2007 by
George Kuh as those programs that create a greater sense of engagement within students,
faculty, and the community at large (Tukibayeva & Gonyea, 2014). These programs
include first year seminars, common intellectual experiences, learning communities,
writing-intensive courses, collaborative assignments and projects, undergraduate
research, diversity/global learning, service, community-based learning, internships, and
capstone courses” (Kruger & Pearl, 2016; Brownell & Swaner, 2009; Kuh, 2008;
AAC&U, 2007).
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Institutionalization: Institutionalization is a commitment formed to recognize
and show support (Furco & Moely, 2012; Bringle & Hatcher, 2009). According to Butin
(2010), institutionalization requires faculty and students buy-in and commitment from
institutional leaders.
Learning: According to Garcia & Smith (1996), learning is a critical process for
faculty and students to achieve and discover knowledge. Smith (2008) argues that
learning is most effective when the course content can be applied and reflected upon.
The most important aspect of learning is building a connection between “content and
experience” where both are changed synchronously (Knowles et al., 2015; Kolb & Kolb,
2009).
Liberal Education: Liberal education is an intellectual education that gives
students a foundation that leads them from “information to knowledge to wisdom” (Elias
& Merriam, 2005, p. 28). Akombo (2013) argues that liberal education provides us with
a foundation in theoretical and practical knowledge.
Motivation: Motivation is defined as a willingness of an individual to do
something either intrinsically or from outside factors (Merriam & Bierema, 2014).
Pedagogy: Pedagogy is the theory and practice of education. Keeling & Hersh
(2011) argue that pedagogy is the process in which content is delivered through
instruction.
Problem-solving: Hung et al. (2003) suggest that problem-solving requires
exploring problems, determining a course of action, and examining solutions. In order to
foster critical thinking and competence, education must promote problem-solving in
relation to their environment (Mithra, 2014; Schensul et al., 2002).
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Reflection: Reflection is the process by which we evaluate how new information
fits with ones’ previous perspective (Wagner & Mathison, 2015; King et al., 2013;
Farber, 2011; Kolb & Kolb, 2009; Kashmanian Oates & Gaither, 2001; Gibson et al.,
2001; Rogers, 2001; Toole & Toole, 1995). The most important aspect of service
learning is reflection as it provides context and meaning to student experiences (Ryan,
2013; Riehle & Weiner, 2013; Butin, 2010; Kolb & Kolb, 2009; Rogers, 2001;
Chamberlain, 1995). Researchers (Merriam & Bierema, 2014: Saltmarsh, 2011; Rogers,
2001) argue that without reflection students cannot think beyond the classroom.
Service Learning: Service learning provides a link to the course content with
real-world experiences (Azer, Guerrero, & Walsh, 2013; Lee, 2011; Bringle & Steinberg,
2010; Kashmanian Oates & Gaither, 2001; Kezar & Rhoads, 2001; Adams &
Marchesani, 1992). Harris (2011) suggests that service learning is an approach that
encourages students to think beyond the learning. Service learning provides students
with access to the community (Constantino, Decker, Elliott, Kuckkan & Lee, 2001) and
encourages real world problem solving (Cadwallader et al., 2013; Lee, 2011; Keeling &
Hersh, 2011).
Social Responsibility: Butin (2010) suggests that social responsibility enhances
ones’ sense of community by expanding ones’ awareness of societal issues and
developing a stronger moral and ethical value.
Transformational Learning: One of service learning’s tenets is founded in
transformational learning. Transformational learning is the process of creating meaning
to ones’ experience often through critical reflection (Merriam & Bierema, 2014; Ryan,
2013; Cranton, 2006; Merriam, 2004; Mezirow, 1998). Merriam (2004) argues that
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ultimate objective of transformational learning is the development of ones’ ability to
think independently and develop more autonomy.
Delimitations
The study participants were delimited to the first three faculty members
experienced in service learning who responded to the request to participate. The study
parameters were narrowed to four private institutions that met the following
qualifications and were: 1) private, 2) religiously affiliated, 3) of similar size in their
respective student body and faculty, 4) located in Southern California; 5) members of the
California Campus Compact, 6) liberal arts institutions with undergraduate enrollments
over 3,000, and 7) have similar mission statements that focus on service and educating
for citizenship. Therefore, this study may not be generalized to large, public institutions.
Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters and includes references used to develop
the study. Chapter two provides an in-depth analysis of the literature including the need
for educational reform, the history of service learning and its benefits, and the
motivational theories that support the framework for this study. Chapter three provides
the methodology and research design for the study including the population, sample, and
instrumentation. Chapter four explores the data gained from this student and provides the
results. In addition, chapter five outlines the findings, conclusions, and then presents
recommendations for future research. Lastly, the references and appendices are included
to support the study.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The organization of this literature review presents six significant themes of the
work on service learning. It will also show how this study connects to previous and
current research. The six presented themes will include: 1) the history of service
learning, 2) service learning in theory, 3) its rise in notoriety and how to incorporate it
into the curriculum, 4) the role of faculty in service learning including faculty barriers to
implementation, 5) institutionalizing and sustaining service learning, and 6) building
increased faculty motivation for adopting and implementing service learning in their
curriculum. These motivations will include two distinct themes: 1) personal influences
(personal meaning behind service, values and beliefs, and how these blended into their
teaching and career paths) and 2) institutional influences (student learning outcomes,
organizational support, and rewards and recognition). The purpose of this research was
to understand the institutional impact of service learning as well as how to encourage
increased faculty interest and participation in service learning.
History of Education & Learning
“If the nation’s colleges and universities cannot help students see beyond
themselves and better understand the interdependent nature of our world, each new
generation’s capacity to live responsibly will be dangerously diminished” (Ward et al.,
2003, p. 77). Higher education has traditionally served a public, democratic purpose by
preparing students to meet the needs of their communities (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016;
Saltmarsh & Hartley, 2016; Beere et al., 2011). During the 1980s and 1990s, institutions
focused on initiatives and research on undergraduate education and teaching that
challenged traditional approaches (Vogelgesang, Denson & Jayakumar, 2010). Over the
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last two decades, higher education has moved its focus on finding ways to incorporate
their curriculum with their surrounding communities (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016;
Whitley & Walsh, 2014; Molee, Henry, Sessa, & McKinney-Prupis, 2010). In fact,
research shows that higher education has the ability to change the way students learn and
engage in their society (Hatcher, 2011) to become socially responsible, democratic
citizens (Saltmarsh, 2011; Rhoads, 2000).
A Shift in Learning
Researchers (Condon, Iverson, Manduca, Rutz & Willett, 2016; King et al., 2013;
Keeling & Hersh, 2011) have argued that higher education should prepare students “for
life in a global society.” Education is meant to change the learner (Knowles et al., 2015;
Guerra, 2013; Keeling & Hersh, 2011) through discovery and empowerment (JacksonElmore, 2013; Jarvis, 2010; Garcia & Smith, 1996) and engaging in learning experiences
(Keeling & Hersh, 2011; Kolb & Kolb, 2009). According to Keeling & Hersh (2011),
higher education allows students to encounter new material that forces them to relate it to
their own assumptions and beliefs. While traditional education serves to provide students
with competencies, they are not enough to help students succeed in a world that requires
them to “conceptualize problems and solutions” (Torp & Sage, 2002). Condon et al.
(2016) argues that at the root of higher education is the maximization of a culture that
supports teaching and student learning that not only prepares students for success postgraduation but also supports faculty scholarship. If higher education wants to prepare
students for success in the twenty-first century, they must focus on the “heart of the
educational enterprise” (Hutchings et al., 2011) that focuses on “a renewal of civic
purpose” (Longo & Gibson, 2016).
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Over the last few years, a paradigm shift has changed how institutions operate;
moving from one that provides education to one that produces learning (Longo & Gibson,
2016; Hutchings et al., 2011). Bastedo (2011) argues that much of the learning that takes
place occurs outside the classroom. Researchers further argue that knowledge is better
learned through experience and challenging ones’ previous understanding and views
(Elias & Merriam, 2005; Strange & Banning, 2001). Akombo (2013) argues that
educational settings should promote diversity initiatives that will expose students to
diverse cultural perspectives. The purpose of education is thus to provide students with
an education about the communities they are a part of and provide them with experiences
for further understanding in hopes that it calls them to action (Bringle & Steinberg,
2010). A fundamental part of today’s higher education is to prepare students to be active
and concerned citizens (Hatcher & Studer, 2015; Rhoads, 2000).
Early philosophers. Early philosophers like Aristotle and Plato looked to
education as a way to extend the purpose of learning. For Plato, the goal of learning
began with knowledge of rhetoric, moved through “natural sciences, history, and
literature,” and was completed with studying logic and philosophy (Elias & Merriam,
2005). Aristotle took this idea of knowledge gain by incorporating moral education and
practical and theoretical wisdom (Elias & Merriam, 2005). According to Elias &
Merriam (2005), it was this practical wisdom that allows the learner to apply information
to outside experiences then reflect on the process to gain theoretical wisdom. The
philosophy behind this was to allow the learner to better understand and appreciate not
only the learning process but also the relationship between education and the community
in which the experience took place (Elias & Merriam, 2005). According to Pangle
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(2013), “its chief project is to cultivate a practical wisdom that is essential for living well
and that comes through sustained reflection on the most important questions that we face
as human beings. Becoming equipped with the skills to earn a living is, as Thomas
Jefferson argued only one and only the lowest of the three chief aims of education: the
others are learning to live freely and wisely as citizens and as individuals” (p. 208).
Higher Education Reform
In the twentieth century, higher education shifted in the mission of the institution
as well as the quality of the students that chose to enroll (Bryer, 2014). However, a
fundamental part of higher education is to prepare students for the jobs of today and the
future (Bryer, 2014; Chun & Evans, 2009). This requires that higher education teach
students how to be good, well-informed citizens to strengthen communities (Bryer, 2014;
Beere et al., 2011; Rhoads, 2000), and prepare them to meet the challenges of life
(Guerra, 2013; Keeling & Hersh, 2011). While higher education has held a role in
developing civic mindedness in its students, institutions have increased their focus on
diversity due to a more “pluralistic view of American society” (Bringle & Steinberg,
2010). The American Dream for many students is that higher education is the means for
realizing their potential and achieving their goals (Keeling & Hersh, 2011). It is
imperative that college graduates be prepared to think critically, speak and write
coherently, solve today’s problems, accept differing perspectives, and meet the
expectations of today’s employers (Keeling & Hersh, 2011). However, Jackson-Elmoore
(2013) argue that the face of higher education is changing and forcing faculty to
reevaluate the way they teach. In fact, researchers contend that what is needed is higher
education reform that views community engagement as part of the institutional culture
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influencing faculty involvement (Demb & Wade, 2012; Hutchings et al., 2011;
Livingston, 2011; Rasch & Murphy, 2009; Saltmarsh, Giles, Ward, & Buglione, 2009;
Ropers-Huilman, 2005; Bringle & Hatcher, 1997; Bringle et al., 1997) and sustainability
efforts (Bennet et al., 2016).
Early Theorists
The origins of service in education date back to the early twentieth century
(Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016; McKay & Estrella, 2008; Smith, 2008; McKay & Rozee,
2004) and was pioneered through the importance of civic engagement and democracy in
education (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016; Smith, 2008). One of our founding fathers,
Thomas Jefferson, stressed the importance of educating the leaders of our country by
providing the fundamentals of a liberal education (Pangle, 2013; Elias & Merriam, 2005).
This tradition and foundation of liberal arts can be found in the writing of great
humanists, who believed in providing an education that met the “demands of citizenship”
(Rhoads, 2000; Elias & Merriam, 2005).
Early pioneers (John Dewey, Paulo Freire, David Kolb, etc.) believed in the
importance of providing pedagogical foundations of service and learning through the
field of experiential learning (Jacoby, 2015; Stanton et al, 1999). Stanton et al. (1999)
argue that while countless researchers have contributed to the literature on service
learning it was these early pioneers that shaped the conceptual framework in the U.S.
These early theorists built their philosophies around “a recursive cycle of experiencing,
reflecting, thinking and acting” (Kolb & Kolb, 2009, p. 297). The work of early theorists
– John Dewey, Paulo Freire, David Kolb, Donald Schon and Jack Mezirow – paved the
way for providing the foundation for service and experiential learning. Kolb & Kolb

28

(2009) argue that experiential learning is a process that is “responsive” to both the
experience and what is being taught in the classroom (see Table 1).
Table 1
Major Service Learning Approaches and Concepts of Early Theorists
Theorist
John Dewey
(1933)

Approach
Service learning and
reflective thinking

Basic Concept
Philosophy focused on democratic values and
citizenship through the connections between
education and experience

Paulo Freire
(1967)

Praxis

Philosophy focused on conception of praxis,
dialogic education, and a redefined role of
teaching

David Kolb
(1984)

Experiential Learning

Philosophy focused on a cycle of learning that
moves through experience, reflection,
conceptualization and application to foster critical
thinking

Donald Schon
(1987)

Reflective thinking

Philosophy focused on reflection-in-action and
reflection-on-action based on the work of Dewey

Jack Mezirow
(1991)

Transformational
Learning and critical
reflection

Philosophy focused on the learning process as a
result of critical reflection upon ones’ experiences

John Dewey
Dewey’s philosophy called to develop new pedagogical approaches that required
that educators change the way they guide the learning (Hildreth, 2012; Elias & Merriam,
2005) to incorporate “reflective practice” (Hebert, 2015; Ryan, 2013). For Dewey,
reflective thinking is “focused, careful and methodological” (Hebert, 2015, p. 362) as he
believed students learn and retain knowledge best through experience (Kruger & Pearl,
2016; Katula & Threnhauser, 1999). Elias & Merriam (2005) argue that Dewey changed
the learning process to one that is self-directed by the student, and; thereby, changed the
role of the professoriate. That role then became one focused on organizing and
stimulating learning as well as evaluating the process. Dewey argued that education be
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comprised of learning experiences (Kruger & Pearl, 2016; Elias & Merriam, 2005) and
prepare our students for life rather than employment (Smith et al., 2004; Torp & Sage,
2002). His philosophy was based on the idea of continuity and systems thinking where
individuals learn best by engaging all parts – “mind, body, spirit, experience, and
knowledge” (Hildreth, 2012; Kezar & Rhoads, 2001). His approach opposed traditional
methodologies where educators governed the learning and provided “knowledge as a
finished product” (Smith, 2008; Katula & Threnhauser, 1999). Dewey argued that
education should evoke intentional thought (Kinsella, 2010; Kinsella, 2007) and cause
one to investigate, assess and make decisions to deepen the experience and learning
(Rogers, 2001) for personal growth (Ryan, 2013). Researchers (Smith, 2008; Rogers,
2001) argue that Dewey believed that education should serve a purpose and be more
open-ended to allow for inquiry (see Figure 1).
Perplexity
Investigation,
Exploration

Situational
Problem
Assessment,
Asking Questions

Problem - Solution
Making Decisions

Figure 1. John Dewey’s Philosophy on Education using the Inquiry Model. Adapted from
“Knowing and/or experiencing: A critical examination of the reflective models of John
Dewey and Donald Schon” by C. Hebert, 2015, Reflective Practice 16(3), pp. 363-364.
As part of the learning process, Dewey suggests that students reflect on their
experience and current beliefs before contemplating next steps (Katz Jameson et al.,
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2013). It was Dewey’s belief that the purpose of education was not merely gaining
knowledge but also “preparing democratic citizens” (Hildreth, 2012; Rhoads, 2000).
Saltmarsh (2011) argues that the writings of Dewey have exposed the benefits of service
learning by providing a basis for its philosophical foundation in education. It is the belief
that Dewey’s work has developed an appreciation as “a theory of inquiry, a conception of
community and democratic life, and a means for individual engagement in society toward
the end of social transformation” (Saltmarsh, 2011, p. 42). Researchers (Hatcher, 2011;
Kinsella, 2010) argue that Dewey believed in the idea of social intelligence as a way to
develop a sense of democracy and an innate desire to lead change that will improve
society.
However, Dewey’s philosophy on education went deeper in looking at the
relationship between experience and reflection. Dewey argued that when experience
occurs without reflection it is based on habit (Hildreth, 2012; Miettinen, 2000). Hildreth
(2012) argues that Dewey described “habits as fixed, unthinking, or routine behaviors”
that become so much a part of our everyday life that their impact is rarely noticed (pp.
922-923). Thus, when the experience contradicts the habit and previous beliefs (Hebert,
2015; Merriam & Bierema, 2014), individuals are able to reflect and merge knowledge
with experience as a basis for solving problems (Miettinen, 2000) and engaging in the
community (Hildreth, 2012). For Dewey, reflection was not a part of the process until a
disruption with routine ways of doing things occurred. The process for Dewey began with
a problem, and moved through defining, assessing and diagnosing that problem (see
Figure 2). The process was complete after experimenting with possible solutions and
then finally implementation. Hildreth (2012) argues that “by testing the hypotheses we
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learn to be more deliberate and intelligent in our choice of actions” (p. 925). In fact, for
Dewey, this final step was important to ensure validity in the solution chosen (Miettinen,
2000). Dewey’s beliefs helped support service learning as it combined “rational thought
and reflection,” which are two important concepts in building ones’ capacity for “lifelong
learning” (Miettinen, 2000).
Disruption:
Problem with
Habit

Testing the
Hypothesis:
Implementation

Rationalization:
Define the
problem

Analyzation & Form
Hypothesis:
What is or isn't working
and why

Reasoning:
Experimentation

Figure 2. Dewey’s Model on Reflection and Action. Adapted from “The concept of
experiential learning and John Dewey's theory of reflective thought and action” by R.
Miettinen, 2000, International Journal of Lifelong Education, 19(1), 65. Copyright 2000
by Taylor and Francis Ltd.
Paulo Freire
The goal of education is to put learning into practice and the result of education is
“societal transformation” (Knowles et al., 2015). Paulo Freire, a Brazilian educator, built
his philosophy of education based on the work of Plato (Mithra, 2014) using the
“conception of praxis, dialogic education, and a redefined role of teaching” (Saltmarsh,
2011, p. 44). Freire argued that traditional education is based on a “banking concept”
where educators “deposit” concepts in the minds of their students without critical
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reflection (Saltmarsh & Hartley, 2016; Mithra, 2014; Kolb & Kolb, 2009). Mithra (2014)
argues that educators must “abandon” traditional methods in favor of “problem-posing
education” that allows students to take a more active role in their learning. The
foundations for his ideas on praxis were developed out of theory and purposeful action
that incorporated reflection. Freire believed the ultimate goal of education was to propel
individuals into action (Saltmarsh & Hartley, 2016; Knowles et al., 2015) through
dialogue and critical reflection (Merriam & Bierema, 2014). In fact, Smith (2008) argues
that Freire considered action and reflection as inseparable acts and believed in the
importance of service through reflection.
In order to develop meaningful dialogue, Freire defined six attitudes that are
necessary: “1) a love for the world and human beings, 2) humility, 3) faith in people and
their power to create and recreate, 4) trust, 5) hope that the dialogue will lead to meaning,
and 6) critical thinking and the continuing transformation of reality” (Cranton, 2006, pp.
161-162). Freire believed that the key to transforming reality was to become aware of
and learn from their own innate oppression before one is able to look at societal issues
(Merriam & Bierema, 2014; Kolb & Kolb, 2009). The ultimate goal in changing
perspectives of society is to question ourselves (Merriam & Bierema, 2014; Kolb &
Kolb, 2009) and the role played in ones’ social world (Elias & Merriam, 20005). Freire
believed in the importance of dialogue in posing problems as they led to investigation,
reflection, and action. Kolb & Kolb (2009) argues that the process begins with
experience “and encourages the praxis of critical reflection and action to improve their
lives” (p. 305). Freire’s praxis model is based on the thought that learning is a
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“collaborative process” (Cronley et al., 2014) using dialogue between the teacher and
student for in depth reflection (Estes, 2010) and critical thinking (Mithra, 2014).
For Freire, education is a means for liberating one from traditional educational
models where teachers provide the learning. Freire’s approach to education provides a
level of consciousness (Merriam & Bierema, 2014) or reflection that makes the learning
student-centered (Mithra, 2014). Freire used praxis to define how individuals approach
teaching and learning. First, you begin by gaining an understanding of the problem or
situation by looking at every angle (Mithra, 2014). Then, one is called to reflect and
consider what “each perspective reveals,” and then assess (reflect) upon those
perspectives. Finally, Freire believed one is called to action in response to the problem
(see Figure 3). It was this model that Freire believed would transform the learner’s
reality by giving them the freedom to dig deeper (Mithra, 2014).
Theory
Experience

Reflection
Strategies
for Action

Paulo
Freire's
Theory on
Learning

Reflection
Discern
Meaning

Action
Define the
Problems

Figure 3. Paulo Freire’s Theory on Learning via Praxis and Dialogue. Adapted from
“Paulo Freire’s educational theory and approach: A critique” by H. G. Mithra, 2014, Asia
Journal of Theology, 28(1), pgs. 106-107. Copyright 2014 by Asia Journal of Theology.
Kolb’s Cycle of Learning
David Kolb developed an experiential learning model that has served as a vehicle
for recognizing the stages in student learning. Knowles et al. (2015) argues that Kolb’s
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model has added to the growing knowledge on experiential learning by providing not
only a “theoretical basis” for research but also a “practical model” for practice. In fact,
Kolb built on the work of Dewey in making the case for active citizenry to develop the
experiential learning framework (Heinrich, Habron, Johnson & Goralnik, 2015). Kolb
(1984) portrays learning as a cycle that moves through: concrete experience, reflection on
experience, “abstract conceptualization, and active experimentation” through the
application of new understanding (Heinrich et al., 2015; Jacoby, 2015; Merriam &
Bierema, 2014; Azer et al., 2013; Chupp & Joseph, 2010; Cranton, 2006; Hammond,
1994). Kolb argued that the educator’s role in learning is one that is constantly evolving
to ensure new ideas are shared rather than allowing old pedagogies from impeding on the
new (Knowles et al., 2015). For Kolb, his cycle of learning was developed as a
framework for helping students develop an understanding and “foster critical thinking”
(Heinrich et al., 2015).

Figure 4. David Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle. Reprinted from Simply Psychology,
S. A. McLeod, 2013. Retrieved from https://www.simplypsychology.org/learningkolb.html.
Kolb described the process of learning as a cycle (see Figure 4) beginning with
new experiences, reflecting and observing on the experience looking at a multitude of
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perspectives, integrating observations with “logically sound theories,” and then finally
using these theories to evaluate, “make decisions and solve problems” (Knowles et al.,
2015). Kolb believed that at the heart of learning is experience (Merriam & Bierema,
2014) as learning is “intrinsic to our being” (Jarvis, 2010) and; therefore, transforms how
we think and view the world around us (Strange & Banning, 2001). Cadwallader et al.
(2013) argues that a key objective for service learning is the ability to improve “students’
community awareness and social responsibility” (p. 138). Kolb believed that experiential
learning was a means for creating “hands-on” experiences to improve engagement both in
the classroom and in the community (Whitley & Walsh, 2014) as well improve the
learner’s performance (Azer et al., 2013).
Donald Schon
Donald Schon’s work was influenced by the work of Dewey (Kinsella, 2010) and
focuses on developing a theory of reflective practice through “tacit knowledge” (Hebert,
2015; Ryan, 2013; Kinsella, 2007; Boyer, 1996). In 1987, Schon developed a reflective
thinking model around the belief that when challenging experiences were presented, the
process of reflection was triggered (Hebert, 2015; Rogers, 2001). It was the belief of
Schon that reflection aids in the development of changed thinking as it is linked to the
development of a “new understanding or a new theory or frame” (Rogers, 2001, p. 45).
Rogers (2001) argues that a key component in the reflective process is the development
of a mentor to guide students in reflective practice.
Schon’s model of reflection-in-action identified several outcomes, which “include
a new understanding of situations of uncertainty, more effective coping with divergent
situations of practice, a new theory or frame, a change in a troublesome situation, and the
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acquisition of professional knowledge” (Rogers, 2001, p. 49). Thus, it was Schon’s
belief that knowledge in action depends on one’s ability to become a skillful practitioner.
Schon’s reflection-in-action model allows one to become a practitioner by learning how
to respond to situations based “on an intuitive feeling that has been cultivated through
experience” (Hebert, 2015, p. 364).

It was Schon’s view that each practitioner has the

ability to develop a theory of practice using tacit knowledge to understand ones’
unconscious beliefs (Kinsella, 2007). Kinsella (2007) argues that theory encompasses
both “explicit knowledge,” or what we know, and “theories-in-use,” or what may be
unconscious in how we choose to act. Thus, Schon calls for us to be reflective
practitioners to become aware of the ways we frame our realities (Kinsella, 2007).

What is happening?
Uncertainty/ Doubt

How will you achieve
the best goal?
Changed
thinking/Action

What sense can you
make from the
situation?
Self-reflection

What can you
conclude?
Insight

Figure 5. Donald Schon’s reflection-in-action model. Adapted from “Knowing and/or
experiencing: A critical examination of the reflective models of John Dewey and Donald
Schon” by C. Hebert, 2015, Reflective Practice 16(3), pp. 364-365.
Schon’s model was developed as a way to foster reflective thinking in practice
(see Figure 5). Schon believed that reflection-in-action was a “process for knowledge
production” (Hebert, 2015) and called to “attention an ‘artistry of practice’” (Kinsella,
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2010, p. 569). It was his belief that reflection using the “artistry of practice” helps
develop an understanding of the unknown by learning through action and experience
(Kinsella, 2007). “Schon notes that the practitioner does not abstain from action in order
to sink into endless thought, but rather continuity in practice entails a continual
interweaving of thinking and doing” (Kinsella, 2007, p. 405).
Jack Mezirow
Jack Mezirow developed a transformative learning model using critical reflection.
Transformative learning helps one to understand and “make meaning of ones’
experience” (Merriam & Bierema, 2014, Brock, 2010; Jarvis, 2010; Merriam, 2004;
Rogers, 2001). Jack Mezirow focused on the learning process as a result of critical
reflection upon ones’ experiences (Jarvis, 2010; Rogers, 2001; Mezirow, 1998).
Mezirow (1998) defined critical reflection as “principled thinking, ideally, it is impartial,
consistent, and non-arbitrary” (p. 186). Mezirow’s philosophy on education focused on
providing students with experiences for “students to practice social consciousness”
(Smith, 2008) by posing problems (Rogers, 2001). It was this philosophy that pushed
educators to be role models in civic engagement (Smith, 2008) as a means for social
action (Merriam & Bierema, 2014; Elias & Merriam, 2005). Merriam & Bierema (2014)
argue that while Mezirow did not look at social action as a means of transformative
learning, he did perceive it as a result of personal transformation and becoming more
open-minded.
A key component of Mezirow’s thinking was the personal development
associated with transformative learning that helped one to adapt a more inclusive and
open perspective (Merriam & Bierema, 2014; Brock, 2010; Mezirow, 1998). For
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Mezirow, transformative learning incorporated three types of reflection – content, process
and premise (see Figure 6). Content reflection focuses on “what we think we perceive,
think, feel or act upon” (Merriam & Bierema, 2014, p. 85). La Lopa (2012) argues that
this type of reflection could be done prior to the experience to determine their current
beliefs and what “they think they will learn as a result” (p. 178). Process reflection
examines “how we perform these functions of perceiving, thinking, feeling or acting”
(Merriam & Bierema, 2014, p. 85). In order to engage in critical reflection, students need
opportunities to think critically during the experience. These opportunities could be
presented as a reflection paper (Tukibayeva & Gonyea, 2014; Guthrie, 2007; Gibson et
al., 2001; Toole & Toole, 1995), sharing observations and group discussions with peers
(Tukibayeva & Gonyea, 2014; Gibson et al., 2001; Rogers, 2001; Toole & Toole, 1995;
Chamberlain, 1995), or “thinking processes” that turn the experience into learning (Toole
& Toole, 1995).

Figure 6. Jack Mezirow’s Theory on transformational learning using critical reflection.
Reprinted from The Art of Open Research, L. A. Perryman, 2013. Retrieved from
https://artofoer.wordpress.com/2013/05/31/through-a-glass-darkly-part-1-can-oer-lead-toeducators-critical-reflection-and-improved-practice/.
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Lastly, premise reflection requires “going deeper, asking why we perceive, think,
feel, or act as we do” (Merriam & Bierema, 2014, p. 85). In a qualitative study by King
et al. (2013), students used this type of reflection for drawing on the experience and
making connections between new and old ways of thinking. Saltmarsh (2011) argues that
the “essence of reflective inquiry” is the capacity to not only connect old and new ways
of thinking but also “to make the connection between intent and result of conduct” (p.
51). Through critical reflection, learners can become more conscious of how they think
rather than how they were taught to think (Wagner & Mathison, 2015; Jarvis, 2010). For
Mezirow, the final step in the reflection process is action (Rogers, 2001) and the
“cognitive development of the learner” (Merriam, 2004, p. 65). Mezirow (1998)
characterized the way adults learn to adapt to change as assimilative learning, which
affirms that as our situation changes we use “tacit judgment” to intuitively decide how to
think and behave when dealing with a new situation.
Finding Commonality in Theory
All of these theorists have one common thread in their philosophies, which calls
for integrating reflection within the learning. Rogers (2001) argues that a key precursor
found by all theorists is that reflection is tied to and triggered by the experience, which
suggests it “begins with a problem”. Secondly, another key precursor found by all
theorists in integrating reflection lies in the willingness of the participant to engage in the
process (Rogers, 2001). Dewey believed that reflection requires engaging all parts of
themselves– “mind, body, spirit, experience, and knowledge” (Hildreth, 2012; Kezar &
Rhoads, 2001) to become open-minded to the experience (Rogers, 2001). For Dewey,
reflective thought and action were two distinct components as experience comes out of
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uncertainty and requires that one step back and reflect (Hebert, 2015). Freire believed
that action and reflection were inseparable (Smith, 2008) in transforming ones’ reality
(Merriam & Bierema, 2014; Kolb & Kolb, 2009; Cranton, 2006). On the other hand,
Kolb believed that at the heart of learning is experience (Merriam & Bierema, 2014) and
service learning was the means for creating experiences to improve engagement (Whitley
& Walsh, 2014).
Contrary to Dewey, Schon believed that when challenging experiences arose
reflection was triggered as the two are interconnected (Rogers, 2001). Schon called for
developing a reflective practice (Hebert, 2015; Ryan, 2013; Kinsella, 2007; Boyer, 1990)
to become aware of the ways we frame our realities (Kinsella, 2007). Lastly, Mezirow
developed a transformative learning model using critical reflection to develop a sense of
self-consciousness of how one thinks (Merriam & Bierema, 2014; Brock, 2010; Jarvis,
2010; Mezirow, 1998). For Mezirow, critical reflection supports ones’ ability to think
independently by reflecting on and validating ones’ assumptions and beliefs. These
beliefs of the early theorists highlight that “learning happens when students’ affective and
cognitive development is seen as integrated, when their knowledge and experiences are
validated, when they are engaged actively and collaboratively in the learning process,
when they have opportunities for direct experience, and when they reflect on their
experiences and on who they are as learners” (Saltmarsh & Hartley, 2016, p. 17).
Learning in the 21st Century
Twenty-first century learning is evolving to meet the needs of faculty and
students. In fact, Haggans (2016) argues that “20th century universities were built for
books, lectures, and private offices” (P. 2). While the twenty-first century has seen a rise
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in “digital formats,” learning in the classroom is evolving to “maximize the value of class
time” (Haggans, 2016, p. 3). A vital part of learning is the ability to intertwine
information from multiple sources “into a coherent whole” (Gardner, 2008, p 46). Thus,
“effective teaching in this new paradigm requires a shift from teaching basic to applied
skills; from teaching facts and principles to investigative questions and problematizing,
from mere theory to practice applying the relevant theory or theories, and from working
with a fixed or set curriculum to working on authentic real-life projects” (Kivunja, 2014,
p. 41). Gardner (2008) contends that an integral part of the teaching process is
developing evaluation methods to ensure students are able to learn and engage in “selfevaluation.”
Cultivating Learning
Learning in the twenty-first century not only engages students in self-reflection,
but also focuses on the different ways students can grasp their new knowledge. In his
book 5 Minds for the Future, Howard Gardner (2008) outlines five different cognitive
abilities designed to inspire and cultivate learning: the disciplinary mind, the synthesizing
mind, the creating mind, the respectful mind, and the ethical mind. The disciplinary mind
looks at student understanding and developing mastery. Gardner (2008) adds that
another ability to master is the synthesizing mind, which allows students to “benefit from
exposure to different solutions, different methods of arriving at solutions, and different
rubrics for evaluation of those solutions” (p. 69). With the synthesizing mind comes the
creating mind, which allows individuals to take these multiple sources and extend the
knowledge into new directions. The fourth mind, the respectful mind, focuses on
developing an awareness and appreciation of others.
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Gardner (2008) argues that the role educators play is one that teaches students to
“respect differences” by modeling how to treat others. The last mind, the ethical mind,
focuses on learning to achieve a sense of responsibility as a citizen and member of
society. Gardner (2008) contends that “educational institutions play a key role in
determining whether an individual is proceeding on the road to good work and active
citizenship” (p. 141). Gardner (2008) further argues that education should provide
students with an understanding for why they are learning and how they can apply it.
However, he believes it is a calling to use that knowledge to “improve the quality of life
and living” and “think abstractly” about oneself “as a citizen” (Gardner, 2008, p. 142).
Gardner notes that learning does not happen with a single mind, but when all five minds
work together “synergistically.”
Innovation in Education
“The most important attribute you can have is creative imagination – the ability to
be the first on your block to figure out how all these enabling tools can be put together in
new and exciting ways to create products, communities, opportunities, and profits”
(Friedman, 2005, p. 469). Creativity is well sought after and cultivated within our society
(Gardner, 2008). “The key to teaching creativity and innovation skills lies in creating
quality learning environments that give learners the opportunity to solve authentic, realworld problems and to be inquisitive with an open mind” (Kivunja, 2014, p. 45). In fact,
Elias & Merriam (2005) argue that the ultimate goal of teachers is to get their students to
become “creative learners.” Haggans (2016) contends that while innovative classroom
technologies lead to less time for lecturing it does allow for the application of course
content. This application of coursework allows students to test and expand their learning.
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Keeling & Hersh (2011) argue that students that are able to gain an understanding of how
their learning applies to “real world problems” often become “more motivated to learn”
(p. 144).
Service Learning in Higher Education
Service learning has risen in notoriety (Kruger & Pearl, 2016; Jacoby, 2015;
Cronley et al., 2014; Delano-Oriaran, 2014) as an approach that teaches students how to
think rather than what to think (Harris, 2011; Miettinen, 2000). Butin (2003) argues that
it challenges traditional teaching “for an active pedagogy committed to connecting theory
and practice, schools and community, the cognitive and the ethical” (p. 3). The review of
empirical literature reveals that service learning has roots in “theoretical and conceptual
frameworks” developed through decades of making connections between education and
service (Smith, 2008). According to Kinsley et al. (1995), service learning allows
students to gain a sense of civic and social responsibility that will also support their
personal growth and development. By balancing the service and learning components in
a meaningful way, students are able to build a better understanding of culture through
deepened theoretical understandings of course content. Through service learning,
students are able to use and apply what they’ve learned in the classroom by thinking
creatively and carefully (King et al., 2013; Keeling & Hersh, 2011; Rasch & Murphy,
2009) and make meaning out of experience (Katula & Threnhauser, 1999). Researchers
argue the importance of differentiating service learning from other forms of experiential
learning, which include field work, (Cronley et al., 2014) as well as community service
(Jacoby, 2015; Delano-Oriaran, 2014). For some, the lack of distinction has caused some
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educators to dismiss the merits of service learning as a legitimate pedagogy (Jacoby,
2015; Delano-Oriaran, 2014).
Whitley & Walsh (2014) argue that “service learning is the way of the future” (p.
34). Through service learning, faculty have the ability to transform the classroom by
fostering new ways of thinking and problem solving. Researchers argue that service
learning is a form of curriculum transformation that allows students to challenge the way
they think and view the world by providing real-world application (Longo & Gibson,
2016; Riehle & Weiner, 2013; La Lopa, 2012; Cohn & Mullenix, 2007). One of the
many benefits that service learning provides is the ability to push students to new limits
by exposing students to “multiculturalism” (Akombo, 2013; Torp & Sage, 2002) through
exposure and service to diverse communities (Delano-Oriaran, 2014; Trail Ross, 2012).
Akombo (2013) argues that by creating experiences, students will be able to view the
concepts learned in the classroom from various perspectives. This creates a myriad of
benefits to students, which include increased learning, understanding of the community
around them, and a sense of social responsibility (Kruger & Pearl, 2016; McIntyre et al.,
2005).
Service learning blends three important building blocks: academic study, practical
experience, and civic engagement (see Figure 7). These building blocks build the
practice of collaborative engagement that focuses on “community, the recognition of
learners as cocreators of knowledge through democratic education, and the involvement
of a diverse range of participants in deliberative conservations that address real-world
problems” (Longo & Gibbons, 2016, p. 62). Guerra (2013) argues that a key component
missing in education is that it “does not ask students to think long and hard about what it
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means to be a human being” (p. 255). It has long been claimed that service learning is
founded in “civic engagement, constructivism, reflection and transformational learning”
(Bennett, Sunderland, Barleet, & Power, 2016; Thomson et al., 2011; Smith, 2008;
Katula & Threnhauser, 1999). Service learning creates opportunities for the institution,
and its faculty and students to become involved in “educationally meaningful community
service through curriculum” (Pike et al., 2014) in service to the community (DelanoOriaran, 2014; Whitley & Walsh, 2014; Trail Ross, 2012). Lee (2011) argues that while
service to the community provides “practice,” it is service learning that allows students to
gain a deeper understanding of what is being taught and the theory behind it. In fact,
researchers argue that service learning is founded in theories of learning that facilitate
critical inquiry (Alessio, 2012; Bastedo, 2011; Saltmarsh, 2011; Butin, 2010; Sedlak et
al., 2003; Torp & Sage, 2002; Schensul et al., 2002; Kezar & Rhoads, 2001) and critical
reflection (Kruger & Pearl, 2016; Jacoby, 2015; Wagner & Mathison, 2015; Merriam &
Bierema, 2014; Clayton et al., 2013; Riehle & Weiner, 2013; Saltmarsh, 2011; Chupp &
Joseph, 2010; Rasch & Murphy, 2009; Estes, 2004).

Volunteerism &
Community Service

Civic
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Community
Engagement

Civic Education,
Awareness,
Understanding

Service Learning
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Experience
Deliberative
Dialogue

Academic
Study
Democratic
Education

Internships & Fieldwork

Figure 7. Service learning as collaborative engagement. Adapted from Collaborative
engagement: The future of teaching and learning in higher education (p. 63), by N.V.
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Longo & C. M. Gibson, 2016, Virginia: Stylus Publishing, LLC. Copyright 2016 by
Stylus Publishing, LLC.
Rise in Notoriety
Service learning emerged out of efforts to not only develop a relationship between
service and learning but also to “reformulate the concepts of service and learning
themselves” (Stanton et al., 1999, p. 77). Stanton et al. (1999) argue that the 1960s and
1970s brought about change not only on college campuses but also in their communities.
The term service learning was first coined in 1966 by Oak Ridge Associated Universities
(Harkavy & Hartley, 2010). During this time, the federal government established “the
Peace Corps, Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA), and the National Center for
Service-Learning” to provide support for service learning (Jacoby, 2015, pp. 14-15)
Smith (2008) argues that the “inclusion of service” through the practice of civic
engagement prospered until the 1960s. In fact, the late 1960s and early 1970s paved the
way for innovation in higher education that promoted “multiculturalism, collaborative
learning, learning communities, and service learning” (Kezar & Rhoads, 2001, p. 151).
In fact, Stanton et al. (1999) contends that the “social unrest of the 1960s placed demands
on universities to be more socially relevant and responsive” to their local community
needs (p. 13).
Over the last two decades, service learning was a pedagogical innovation
“lingering on the periphery of the academy” (Harkavy & Hartley, 2010, p. 418). In fact,
Hartley & Saltmarsh (2016) contend that the 1980s into the 1990s focused on efforts to
demonstrate the academic rigor and effectiveness of service learning. By the late 1980’s,
service learning rose in notoriety as a way to integrate community service with learning
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and spread throughout higher education during the early 1990s (Hartley & Saltmarsh,
2016; Saltmarsh & Hartley, 2016; Saltmarsh et al., 2011; Bastedo, 2010; Hammond,
1994). The late 1980s established organizations such as Campus Compact to push the
need to establish relevant and “meaningful undergraduate experiences” (Jacoby, 2015;
Kezar & Rhoads, 2001; Hammond, 1994) and incorporate civic engagement (Hartley &
Saltmarsh, 2016). This push paved the way for the National and Community Service Acts
of 1990 and 1993, and the establishment of the Corporation for National and Community
Service, which was approved by President Bill Clinton in 1993 (Hartley & Saltmarsh,
2016) to promote service learning through grants (Harkavy & Hartley, 2010). These
initiatives opened the door for universities to develop opportunities in service learning by
creating a stronger link between “institutions and their communities” (Kezar & Rhoads,
2001). Hammond (1994) contends that by incorporating service, students will become
participants in society and observe how their contributions impact others. Today,
educators are struggling with ensuring that students are prepared “to engage productively
with complex and changing environments” (Colby, 2003). As a result, colleges and
universities are looking to ensure they develop the academic competencies needed for
students to succeed (Bringle & Steinberg, 2010) by developing ties to the community to
give new meaning to the learning (Sedlak et al., 2003).
Service learning in the 1990s gave rise to “such terms as universities as citizens,
the engaged campus, and the scholarship of engagement” as many universities began to
“rededicate themselves to their public purposes” (Jacoby, 2015, p. 16). In the early
2000s, civic engagement became an integral part of higher education as initiatives pushed
institutions to evaluate their purpose of producing “democratic citizens” (Jacoby, 2015).
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One form of civic engagement is service learning as it provides a way to engage students
and provide civic knowledge (Pike et al., 2014) and a sense of societal concerns (Butin,
2010). At the core of service learning, is its commitment to the community and building
educational experiences for students that fuse the two (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016; Longo
& Gibson, 2016; Trail Ross, 2012; La Lopa, 2012; Thomson et al., 2011; Sedlak et al.,
2003). La Lopa (2012) argues that service learning is a method for building a
relationship between the classroom and the community to solve societal issues and
problems. A goal for encouraging more of a problem-based model is allowing students
to engage in active learning by “discovering facts and uncovering key concepts” (Alessio,
2012; Tan et al., 2009; Torp & Sage, 2002; Boud & Feletti, 1997; Margetson, 1997).
Alessio (2012) argues that learning improves when students take an active role rather
than “passively receiving information from the teacher” (p. 29). Thus, advocates argue
that what is needed is curricular reform to enrich student learning experiences. To
answer that call, “service learning has become a broad-based educational reform
movement due to its ability to connect campus to community” (Ropers-Huilman,
Carwile, & Lima, 2005, pp. 155-156).
High Impact Practices
Boyer (1987) argues that “today’s undergraduates urgently need to see the
relationship between what they learn and how they live” (p. 218). This connection
between education and community has created a need for providing a “practical
education” that will help students’ relate to the “rapidly changing world” around them
(Smith et al., 2004). In looking at how to create such experiences, George Kuh coined the
term “high impact practices” to identify innovative educational tools to improve students’
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undergraduate experience. These high impact practices include “first year seminars,
common intellectual experiences, learning communities, writing-intensive courses,
collaborative assignments and projects, undergraduate research, diversity/global learning,
service, community-based learning, internships, and capstone courses” (Brzycki &
Brzycki, 2016; Longo & Gibson, 2016; Kruger & Pearl, 2016; Brownell & Swaner, 2009;
Kuh, 2008; AAC&U, 2005). This requires universities to establish service activities that
not only impact students, but also affect the community to create “sustained and
impactful change” (Chupp & Joseph, 2010). The goal of the learning becomes not only
acquiring new information, skills and competencies, but also building a sense of
humanization that changes ways of thinking and acting (Rasch & Murphy, 2009; Strange
& Banning, 2001). Jacoby (2015) argues that with “high impact practices” students can
“see and act on problems individuals and communities face, engage in dialogue and
problem solving with the people most affected, and observe firsthand the effects of
racism, sexism, poverty, and oppression” (p. 11).
Researchers argue that the classroom fails to make connections to students’ daily
life (Jarvis, 2010) while others miss the opportunity to participate in high impact
practices (Brownell & Swaner, 2009). Hutchings et al. (2011) argue that for innovation
in education to be successful, it requires “levels of preparation, imagination,
collaboration, and support that are not always a good fit for inherited routines of
academic life” (p. 6). Despite the positive student learning outcomes, for “high impact
practices” to make an impact on students, faculty and universities need to be mindful in
how these experiences are developed (Brownell & Swaner, 2009). In fact, Tukibayeva &
Gonyea (2014) argue that for a high impact practice to have influence “it should be
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implemented well with a vision of a purpose, which clearly requires deliberate planning
and effort on behalf of the institution, administrative and academic staff” (p. 31).
According to Brownell & Swaner (2009), there are several aspects to contemplate when
developing a service learning experience: 1) the experience must be meaningful to allow
for students to interact directly with community; 2) the experience should be supervised
to allow for feedback on progress; and 3) the duration should have ample time to develop
relationships and make an impact. Longo & Gibson (2016) argue that these “high impact
practices” allow institutions to look at themselves as collaborative partners in educating
students and developing “stronger civic ties.”
Incorporating Service into Learning
The key distinction of service learning is the active learning that it develops for
students (Jacoby, 2015; Michael, 2007), which requires “thoughtful planning and
implementation to assure a quality experience” (Gibson et al., 2001, p. 188). In looking
at best practices for integrating service into the curriculum, several components need to
be carefully thought out. First, a critical part that is needed is ensuring an environment
that allows students to complete the assigned service learning project (Gibson et al.,
2001). Saltmarsh et al. (2009) contends that such an environment needs to be “inclusive,
collaborative and problem-oriented” and foster the sharing of knowledge (p. 27). In
addition, faculty need to ensure that authenticity is a part of the project by allowing
students the time needed for learning and practicing the skills prior to going into the
“community setting” (Gibson et al., 2001). Knight (2003) argues that for authentic
learning to take place students should have an opportunity to “work on real projects that

51

make a significant contribution to their community, their environment, or the world at
large” (p. 229).
Linking the learning. “Engagement requires the faculty member to determine
how the students will link the course content to the service experience and ensure that the
project meets the course content” (La Lopa, 2012, p. 176). Unlike traditional courses,
courses with a service learning component must be adjusted to off-set the “alternative
learning experience” as well as the assessments that will take place as part of the
community project (Tukibayeva & Gonyea, 2014; La Lopa, 2012; Gibson et al., 2001).
Therefore, the role of faculty calls for defining the “goals of the course and determine the
role that service experiences might play in achieving those aims” (Hammond, 1994, p.
13). To connect the learning to the service, faculty will need to make adjustments to their
“syllabi, statements of course learning goals and objectives, assignments, project
descriptions, reflection prompts, and feedback” to ensure students are able to experience
“authentic” learning (Clayton et al., 2014, p. 271). Guthrie (2007) argues that these
projects can add to the course content by stressing the importance of diversity and
challenging students with another point of view. Researchers argue that faculty are able
to create opportunities for students through cooperative and collaborative learning
experiences and group projects to build an appreciation for diversity and deeper cultural
understanding (Hurtado, 1999).
In order to build service into the curriculum, faculty will need “to determine the
amount of time the students will spend on and off campus to complete the project, if and
when the community partner will visit the classroom, and how, when, where, and why the
faculty member will become personally involved in the learning” (La Lopa, 2012, p. 76).

52

La Lopa (2012) argues that the role of teacher and student becomes “interchangeable”
which requires that both learn while the course is being conducted. Thus, these courses
are designed to ensure open lines of communication between faculty and students to
allow for periodic feedback (McKay & Estrella, 2008) as well as reflection during the
course (Jacoby, 2015; La Lopa, 2012). Researchers argue that reflection should be
ongoing (Jacoby, 2015). Reflection is needed prior to assess what they think will happen
(La Lopa, 2012), during to make observations and solicit faculty feedback (Jacoby, 2015;
La Lopa, 2012; Toole & Toole, 1995), and, finally, after to reflect and assess what they
have learned (Jacoby, 2015; Toole & Toole, 1995). Jacoby (2015) argues that what is
needed in service learning curriculum is a critical reflection component that raises
“critical questions” to help students “consider multiple perspectives and to recognize
complexity in a situation” (p. 27). To assist students in connecting the learning to their
experience with service learning projects, faculty can offer several tools for reflection,
which include “journals, group discussion, and focused conversations” (Gibson et al.,
2001, p. 195). Faculty can use several different types of reflection activities, which
include writing (journals and experiential research papers); activities (class readings and
group discussions); speaking (class presentations); and media (drawings, videos, and
other art forms) (Jacoby, 2015). La Lopa (2012) argues that “as long as a faculty member
designs his or her course based on definitions, principles, and practices of the pedagogy
found in the literature and has the students work on a community-based project that is
noteworthy and directly tied to the content, the learning potential is high” (p. 182).
Principles of best practice. Researchers (Jacoby, 2015; La Lopa, 2012; Gibson et
al., 2001) argue that in order to assure a quality experience for students there are several
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principles to follow. The first principle incorporates “intention” to require faculty to
determine how they will design the course as well as the “learning outcomes” (Gibson et
al., 2001). Researchers (Jacoby, 2015; La Lopa, 2012) argue that this is an important step
in establishing measurable outcomes for how students will work in the community. The
“success” of the course is thus determined on how faculty articulate their “intentions and
values of all partners” (Gibson et al., 2001, p. 189). The second and third principles
involve creating the student experience and planning the course. Researchers (Jacoby,
2015; La Lopa, 2012) contend that a key part in building the course is determining the
criteria for choosing a community partner to ensure the course meets a community need.
Despite the number of hours of service required, “the addition of the community as a
learning context should be thoroughly selected, explicitly related to desired course
outcomes, and thoroughly integrated into the course” (Jacoby, 2015, pp. 87-88). The
fourth principle involves establishing “clarity” for the roles students, faculty and
community partners will play. Gibson et al. (2001) contends that with clarity students are
given the opportunity to define their learning. Thus, students should be evaluated on
what they have learned based on the experience and its relation to the course (La Lopa,
2012).
The fifth and sixth principle focuses on “orientation” and “training” as it relates to
preparing students to go into the community (La Lopa, 2012; Gibson et al., 2001). La
Lopa (2012) argues that an important step in developing the course is building learning
strategies to develop community learning and achieve learning outcomes. The last four
principles focus on assessing and evaluating the experience to ensure the outcomes were
both met for the course and for student learning. Gibson et al. (2001) contends that these
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principles provide a “useful framework for creating a quality experience” (p. 197). In
addition, La Lopa (2012) argues that these principles provide a basis by which faculty
must rethink their role in the classroom as these courses become student-centered as they
guide their own learning. An important part of developing a service learning course is
ensuring that assessment and grading “be as rigorous as in other academic courses”
(Jacoby, 2015, p. 88). However, researchers (Gibson et al., 2001) argue that the core
principles of building service learning into the curriculum focus on intention,
authenticity, mentoring, and reflection (see Table 2).
Table 2
Principles of Best Practices in Service Learning
Principles
1. Intention

Description
Determining learning
outcomes

Questions for Faculty
• What is the intent of using service learning in
the course?
• What are the learning objectives to be
achieved?
• Will desired objectives meet community
needs?
• How will experience allow students to
connect their knowledge to the real world?
• How will students apply the learning?

2. Authenticity

Creating the student
experience

3. Planning

Establishing mutually
beneficial community
partner(s)

• How will students and community partners
be involved?
• How will the other principles be addressed in
the plan?

4. Clarity

Understanding of goals,
objectives, roles, and
expectations

• Are expectations understood?
• How will students clarify their own learning?
• How will plans be used to facilitate
understanding?

5. Orientation

Developing an
understanding of the
community

• In what ways can the students and
community partners learn about each other?
• How will all parties involved be oriented to
the service-learning project?

6. Training &
Mentoring

Building skills

• What skills will students need to learn before
Going out into the community?
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7. Assessment

Monitoring the
achievement of learning
outcomes

• What methods and criteria will be utilized to
assess student achievement of outcomes?
• How will community partners be involved in
the assessment?

8. Continuous
Improvement

Rethinking the role of
faculty

• How will faculty facilitate the learning?
•How will feedback be offered to students?

9. Reflection

Examining experience
to determine learning
and growth

• What reflection tools will be used?
• How will reflection activities be linked to
course objectives and to the experience?

10. Evaluation

Determining if
outcomes were achieved

• What methods of evaluation will be used?
• How were desired outcomes achieved?
• Did any unexpected outcomes occur?

Source: This chart was adapted from La Lopa (2012) and Gibson et al., 2001
Essential learning outcomes. The Association of American Colleges and
Universities (AAC&U) looks at the role of higher education to support the greater good.
Thus, they have outlined several learning outcomes aligned with building student
engagement and service learning educational experiences. These outcomes include: 1)
“knowledge of human cultures and the physical and natural world; 2) intellectual and
practical skills; 3) personal and social responsibility; and 4) interactive and applied
learning” (Brzycki & Brzycki, 2016, p. 73). In the first outcome, engagement is focused
on asking big questions. The second outcome focuses on applying inquiry, critical
thinking, teamwork and problem solving, and is “practiced extensively across the
curriculum” (Brzycki & Brzycki, 2016, p. 74). The third outcome focuses on building
“civic knowledge and engagement” through “involvement with diverse communities and
real-world challenges” (Brzycki & Brzycki, 2016, p. 74). Lastly, the fourth outcome
focuses on the application of the learning. Thus, Brzycki & Brzycki (2016) contend that
it is education’s role to foster “intellectual honesty,” social responsibility, civic
participation, and an understanding of ones’ self. Therefore, when creating these types of
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experiences, it is important for faculty to develop opportunities that allow students to take
active roles in their learning (Jacoby, 2015).
Best practices in syllabi. When we use high impact practices, we can create
learning experiences for “deeper learning that transfers across multiple domains of life
(Brzycki & Brzycki, 2016, p. 82). When faculty design their service learning course,
there are four basic principles to guide them: engagement, reflection, reciprocity, and
public dissemination (Heffernan & Cone, 2003). Heffernan & Cone (2003) contend that
the way service is presented in the syllabus is crucial as it should not only explain why
service is a part of the course but allow faculty to explicitly connect the content to the
community. Bringle & Hatcher (2009) argue that many campuses provide “guidelines
for service-learning and document a process to review course syllabi in order to designate
a course as a service-learning course” (p. 42). By having a process in place, institutions
can ensure that these courses yield the desired learning outcomes. Smith, Gahagen,
McQuillin, Haywood, Cole, Bolton & Wampler (2011) contend that the “academic
purpose of the service component should be clearly articulated in relation to the broader
course or departmental goals in the syllabus for students and community partners” (p.
319). In addition to stating the purpose, the syllabus should also highlight the reflection
exercises that will lead to making connections to the learning and the experience (Smith
et al., 2011). Heffernan & Cone (2003) argue that faculty utilize syllabi “as maps that
guide students as they develop cognitively, affectively, emotionally, and morally over the
course of the semester” (p. 110). When developing service learning course syllabi, it is
important that faculty identify the following: 1) desired learning outcomes, 2) the service
experience that will achieve those outcomes, 3) course content, 4) potential community
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partners, 5) critical reflection activities, 6) assessment strategies, and 7) logistical
considerations (Jacoby, 2015). Jacoby (2015) contends that by reviewing syllabi
institutions can assess “the quality of service-learning teaching” (p. 171).
Building community partners. Service learning and community engagement
have the ability to create reciprocal and long-lasting relationships “with community
partners” through the projects done by students (Cooper, 2014; Smith et al., 2011).
Researchers (Jacoby, 2015; La Lopa, 2012) argue that an important step in building
service into the learning is establishing how they will select a community partner to
ensure that student projects meet a community need as well as established learning
objectives. Gibson et al. (2001) contends that in service learning courses both the faculty
and community partner “serve as mentors” to guide student’s in their learning and
experiences. In addition to building community partners, there are several technical
components that faculty will be required to design as they relate to working in the
community. These include transportation and other logistics as well as ensuring that
“safety and liability issues” have been addressed (Jacoby, 2015; Hammond, 1994).
Assessment of service. Assessment enables institutions to gain an understanding
of the value of service learning “to students, faculty, community leaders and members,
the institution, and to higher education and society” (Jacoby, 2015, p. 155). Assessment
of the service learning course is dependent on student-reported outcomes usually
obtained through student satisfaction surveys (Jacoby, 2015; Bringle & Hatcher, 2009),
or course evaluations to measure the effectiveness of the course (Jacoby, 2015). Many
institutions utilize the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) as a way to
measure and document civic engagement and allow for comparison to peers. Researchers
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(Jacoby, 2015; Bringle & Hatcher, 2009) call attention to the need to assess the quality of
experiences for all participants – students, faculty, institutions and community partners.
In evaluating student experiences, faculty must be deliberate in how they define civic
engagement as that will guide assessment (Hatcher, 2011) and allow for correction and
“continuous quality improvement” (Smith et al., 2011). By engaging in a “cycle of
inquiry and improvement,” faculty will be able to assess student learning and make
course corrections (Hutchings et al., 2011). “As more campuses devote resources to
support service learning and civic engagement, it is imperative that assessment strategies
provide information on trends among faculty and students” (Pike et al., 2014, pp. 95-96).
Institutional Benefits
As a high impact practice, service learning has been proven to benefit students by
giving them such skills in moral reasoning, social and civic responsibility, and a
commitment to service (Brownell & Swaner, 2009; Sedlak et al., 2003). Tukibayeva &
Gonyea (2014) argue that high impact practices challenge students to “test ideas from
their coursework in real, unscripted community settings” (p. 19). The benefits of service
learning have long been tied “to student engagement, global citizenship, and
employability” (Bennett et al., 2016, p. 145). According to Crew (2011), pedagogy that
engaged the community allows for broader collaboration between stakeholders as well as
an exchange of knowledge that benefits all parties based on reciprocity. Hartley &
Saltmarsh (2016) argue that “engagement-as-reciprocity sees nonacademic knowledge as
not only legitimate but also necessary in the generation of new knowledge aimed at
solving public problems” (p. 34). Engaged scholarship has the ability to transform higher
education by allowing students to ask bigger questions and gain a deeper understanding
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of the content (Crew, 2011). In fact, researchers argue that service learning enriches
student learning by transcending traditional classrooms in the hopes for developing
deeper thinking (Longo & Gibson, 2016; Bringle et al., 2004).
Researchers argue that a clear advantage to service learning is its focus on
intentionality and rationality (Bringle & Hatcher, 2009) as well as its contribution to
developing “civic knowledge, skills and habits” (Pike et al., 2014). In fact, Sedlak et al.
(2003) argue that service learning benefits students by “enhancing communication skills,
strengthening critical thinking abilities, developing civic responsibility, and fostering a
sense of caring for others” (p. 99). Service learning not only impacts students, but also
the institution and community it serves. Indeed, service learning has well-defined
benefits in impacting students, but also in improving institutional visibility (Trail Ross,
2012; Beere et al., 2011; Chupp & Joseph, 2010) and a sense of community (Longo &
Gibson, 2016; Cooper, 2014; Crew, 2011; Thomson et al., 2011; ,Constantino et al.,
2001; Kezar & Rhoads, 2001)
Impact on students. Service learning allows students to become literate as
citizens. According to Ehrlich & Jacoby (2009), becoming literate requires more than
knowledge; it involves developing a sense of personal responsibility and commitment to
a set of values. Longo & Gibson (2016) argue that it is service learning’s “participatory
culture” that allows students to thrive as coproducers of knowledge to “make discoveries
and solve problems.” According to Porath & Jordan (2009), “students in any discipline
can benefit from investigating what it takes to understand a problem, be it scientific,
artistic, historical, or geographical, by applying the relevant foundational discipline to the
problem at hand” (p. 64). Service learning experiences create a bridge between the
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course content and community experiences to build in students an ability to think
critically as well as develop knowledge and skillsets (Azer et al., 2013; Fitch et al., 2013).
Merriam & Bierema (2014) argue that critical thinking becomes a compelling tool when
students begin to realize how their individual experience and perspective may be shared
by others.
Service learning has long been considered a pedagogical tool for pushing students
to new limits to gain new insights (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016). Rhoads (2000)
argues that “because of the value service learning places on student involvement in
communities, it also models the kinds of caring and committed lives needed for
democracy to thrive” (p. 41). Through engaging in the community, students are able to
see the value of reciprocity to enable them to gain skills that will help them to grow and
be more socially diverse (Marchesani & Adams, 1992). In addition, students benefit
from the hands-on application that service learning provides in solving problems, which
allows for increased learning and making connections between the learning and the world
around them (Jacoby, 2015; Constantino et al., 2001). Torp & Sage (2002) argue that by
engaging students in a more active role, students benefit by establishing “a personal
investment in the outcome of their inquiry” (p. 23). One of the clear advantages of
service learning is its ability to provide students with the skills needed to become viable
citizens (Heinrich et al., 2015; Jacoby, 2015). “One of the presumptions of a wellfunctioning, viable democracy is that citizens are informed about community issues”
(Thomason et al., 2011, p. 218). Active citizenship is another advantage of service
learning in allowing students to become civic-minded and more culturally aware by
facilitating active learning, critical thinking, and self-reflection.
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Civic engagement. Civic engagement is the means in which faculty integrate
teaching, research, and service within the community to create “civically minded
graduates” (Longo & Gibson, 2016; Thomson et al., 2011; Molee et al., 2010; Bringle,
Jones & Pike, 2009). According to Butin (2010), service learning fosters a respect for
diversity, awareness for community issues, and civic engagement. DeMeis & Sutton
(2011) contend that service learning possesses three elements for building a sense of civic
responsibility: “engagement with the community, focus on social problems, and
collaboration between faculty and students” (p. 140). Researchers argue that service
learning allows students to develop skillsets that allow them to work with and understand
differing perspectives (Nussbaum, 2010; Dunlap & Webster, 2009), develop opinions on
social issues (Butin, 2010), and build empathy for others to serve the common good
(Hatcher, 2011). It is these added skillsets that increase student learning, a sense of social
responsiveness, and the “values of democratic citizenship” (Saltmarsh, 2011) to make a
difference in the community (Molee et al., 2010; Brzycki & Brzycki, 2016). Brzycki &
Brzycki (2016) contend that what is needed is to teach students that they are the
“pathway to building a better society and workforce” by creating better people (p. 31).
Active and Collaborative learning. Service learning is an active and collaborative
learning method that requires that faculty and students work together to achieve essential
learning outcomes. Azer et al. (2013) argue that active learning requires that students
become active participants in the learning process to facilitate engagement and
motivation through self-directed learning. Collaborative learning is an effective tool for
educators to promote better learning, “teamwork, and teaching personal responsibility
and respect” (Hope & Rendon, 1996, p. 461). Schensul et al. (2002) argue that
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collaborative learning enriches “higher-level thinking, competence, motivation, and
interpersonal skills” (p. 133). According to Butin (2010), one of the benefits service
learning provides is the ability to engage and work with “those different from
themselves.” In many cases, service learning also provides benefits in group learning.
Students not only learn from their own experience, but also in sharing what they have
learned with their peers (Schensul et al., 2002) through deliberate dialogue (Longo &
Gibson, 2016).
Critical thinking. Another key student benefit is the development of critical
thinking skills. Being able to think critically allows students to look at how they think on
a deeper level by looking at ones’ beliefs and assumptions (Longo & Gibson, 2016;
Merriam & Bierema, 2014; Sedlak et al., 2003). According to Azer et al. (2013), critical
thinking is a complex process that requires one to evaluate, assess and conceptualize by
readjusting their learning away from “memorization.” Azer et al. (2013) further argues
that critical thinking is a skill that requires one to practice, but will give students the
ability to self-regulate and enhance their cognitive skills. These cognitive skills include
“discrimination, analyzing, predicting, logical reasoning, information seeking, applying
standards, and transforming knowledge” (Azer et al., 2013, p. 437). In a study by Sedlak
et al. (2003), the study found two themes in developing a critical thinking perspective: the
development perspectives of self and community. Sedlak et al. (2003) argued that selfperspective reflected ones’ ability to care for others; thereby, “improving communication
skills.” However, the development of a community perspective reflected ones’ ability to
become more culturally aware (Sedlak et al., 2003). In addition, critical thinking is tied
to ones’ moral and ethical values as these cannot be separated from our core and who we

63

are (Merriam & Bierema, 2014). When students think critically about how they view the
world, it is important that they be mindful in how they choose to act (Merriam &
Bierema, 2014).
Cultural awareness. “If one considers the changing face of the world, one
realizes that interpersonal relationships, work, health and wellness, politics, religion, and
leisure and entertainment are all affected by changes in cross-cultural exposure” (Cohn &
Mullenix, 2007, p. 13). Researchers have long believed that service learning benefits
students by influencing their behavior and opening their minds to other perspectives
(Wagner & Mathison, 2015; King et al., 2013; Kaye, 2010). Nussbaum (2010) argues
that service learning not only allows students to “think critically,” but also provides them
with the tools to solve problems with a global perspective. According to Dunlap &
Webster (2009), building cultural awareness requires building a bridge between
understanding differences and accomplishing “shared goals.” In looking at the changing
face of the world around us and higher education as well, exposure to cross-cultural
differences is important (Cohn & Mullenix, 2007) to build a sense of understanding and
tolerance to allow students to eliminate the barriers caused by their assumptions (Colby,
2003; Sedlak et al., 2003). Guerra (2013) argues the importance of preparing students to
succeed in a workplace that will inevitably comprise differences. By shifting students’
perceptions, they will be able to move from “noticing differences” to becoming more
aware of the world around them (Wagner & Mathison, 2015).
Self-reflection. Reflection allows students to control and enhance their own
learning process by providing deeper understanding through experience (Azer et al.,
2013; King et al., 2013; Trail Ross, 2012; Farber, 2011; Chupp & Joseph, 2010; Smith et
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al., 2004). By building a “continuous practice” of self-reflection, learners will be able to
develop skills that lead to “practicing experiential learning and changing their future
responses to align with the professional attitude” (Azer et al., 2013, p. 438). Researchers
have long seen the benefits of self-reflection in the learning process and its impact on
students to show how they have changed and grown (Guthrie, 2007; Anderson & Puckett,
2003; Gibson et al., 2001). Azer et al. (2013) argues that self-reflection helps improve
learning by relating old with new knowledge and understanding, and assessing and
examining their progress of the learning. In a study by Sedlak et al. (2003), study
findings indicated that reflecting on how one interacts with others helps develop ones’
“communication and interpersonal skills,” which also revealed could improve
“confidence and self-esteem.”
Institutional visibility. “In the public engagement regime, the university is part
of an ecosystem of knowledge production addressing public problem-solving, with the
purpose of advancing an inclusive, collaborative, and deliberative democracy” (Saltmarsh
& Hartley, 2016, p. 29). A benefit of service learning is that it also provides visibility to
the institution and partnerships within the community (Trail Ross, 2012). When positive
press is shared, the institution benefits (Chupp & Joseph, 2010) by communicating the
institutions impact on the community as well as their “contribution to the public good”
(Beere et al., 2011). Visibility also transpires within the institution itself. According to
Abes et al. (2002), institutions need to promote service learning opportunities as a way to
identify and make visible the efforts of their faculty. Beere et al. (2011) argues that
institutions need to communicate not only what they do but how they impact the
community. In fact, researchers argue that recognizing faculty for their service activities
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is an important part of motivating faculty (Beere et al., 2011; Smith, 2008) and building
institutional support (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000). O’Meara et al. (2011) argues that by
recognizing faculty within the campus community the institution will be able to increase
the visibility of effective classroom practices for civic learning to increase the momentum
and move more faculty to join the cause.
Sense of community. Service, by its very nature, is grounded in community and
purpose (Crew, 2011). Through service learning, faculty and students can strengthen
communities by giving back of their time and expertise (Bryer, 2014). For many students
service is not a one-time opportunity, but leads students to get further involved in their
communities (Hatcher & Studer, 2015; Constantino et al., 2001). By linking learning and
teaching to community issues through service learning, institutions are able to challenge
students to see themselves as part of their communities (Cooper, 2014; Thompson,
Smith-Tolken, Naidoo, & Bringle, 2011; Kezar & Rhoads, 2001) to develop an empathy
for the needs and conditions of others (Bryer, 2014) and support the “common good”
(Hatcher & Studer, 2015). For faculty, linking their curriculum to the community allows
them to become more aware of social issues as well become more collaborative with their
students and community partners (Bulot & Johnson, 2006). O’Meara (2008) argues that
an important part of service learning is becoming a part of the local community and
making mutual and reciprocal commitments to community organizations.
Faculty in Service Learning
Recently, universities have rejected service as a viable measurement of
scholarship because of a disconnect in its meaning and ties to “serious intellectual work”
(Ward et al., 2003). According to Knight (2013), educators today recognize the
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importance of making connections between the knowledge, skills and concepts to
increase student learning. Beere et al. (2011) argues that faculty roles have expanded to
demand quality in teaching and mentoring, staying current in their field, participating in
faculty governance, developing new courses and programs, and partaking in their
“disciplinary associations.” All of these efforts are not only beneficial to faculty growth,
but can be very time consuming. Ernest Boyer (1990) urged institutions to look at the
role of faculty from a broader perspective as he felt the role of the academic professor
diminishing in favor of focusing on research productivity. Employing approaches that
focus on facilitating learning “continues to be challenging because they are a radical
departure from the traditional didactic education models that have dominated higher
education” (Longo & Gibson, 2016, p. 70). What Boyer (1996, 1990) argued was to
reconsider faculty scholarship as one of engagement. Pike et al. (2014) contend that it
was Boyer who built the foundation for “developing approaches to civic engagement.”
Boyer (1987) believed that through service faculty would be able to provide their
students with meaningful experiences to enable them to lead lives of “purpose” for the
good of society.
Scholarship of Engagement
“What we urgently need today is a more inclusive view of what it means to be a
scholar – a recognition that knowledge is acquired through research, through synthesis,
through practice, and through teaching” (Ward et al., 2003, p. 24). While Boyer (1996)
recognized the importance of traditional forms of research (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016),
he suggested the role of faculty be viewed through multiple lenses of “discovery,
teaching and learning, application and integration” in what he termed the “scholarship of
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engagement” (Kruger & Pearl, 2016, p. 15). For Boyer (1996), “the scholarship of
engagement means connecting the rich resources of the university to our most pressing
social, civic, and ethical problems, to our children, to our schools, to our teachers, to our
cities” (pp. 19-20). Kruger & Pearl (2016) argue that the connections between service
learning and the scholarship of engagement are well defined and will have benefits for
both students and faculty. They further argue that by combining both “scholars and
students discover new knowledge and ways of knowing through service-learning by
engaging in authentic and mutually-beneficial relationships with members of the
community outside the university” (Kruger & Pearl, 2016, p. 16). O’Meara (2016)
argues that in today’s universities more faculty are engaging in scholarship that is
“interdisciplinary, collaborative, and crafted for public” (p. 97). O’Meara (2016) further
argues that it is this diversity amongst the faculty that is going to become the “greatest
strength” as higher education continues its focus on diversity and providing a democratic
education.
Changing Role of Faculty
Faculty members are at the heart of higher education innovation because of their
ties to the academic mission (O’Meara et al., 2011). Through service learning, faculty
have the ability to create meaning in their work, and develop connections to the
community, students, institutions and even themselves (Clayton et al., 2013). If service
learning is integrated effectively into teaching and learning, faculty have the ability to
enhance “student learning while serving critical community needs” (O’Meara, 2013, p.
236). However, researchers argue that integrating service should not undermine faculty
research and teaching, but in order to be successful should blend both efforts with public

68

engagement (Beere et al., 2011). Bastedo (2011) argues that service learning requires
that faculty take a deeper look at how they define knowledge, how they teach their
students and what type of pedagogy would be most appropriate. Faculty that use service
learning and community engagement succeed by recognizing that their role must change
to one as facilitator and/or coach.
Facilitative role. Service learning is a form of “collaborative engagement” that
goes beyond the classroom and “the traditional teacher-learner dichotomy” (Longo &
Gibson, 2016, p. 62). Researchers (Brzycki & Brzycki, 2016; Longo & Gibson, 2016;
Cranton, 2006; Schensul et al., 2002; Toole & Toole, 1995) argue that faculty serve in
roles as facilitators to allow students to take control of their learning and ability to reason
in order to make decisions to construct their own knowledge. La Lopa (2012) contends
that the relationship between students and faculty become more fluid as it requires both to
learn from one another. Through support and encouragement, faculty can challenge
student’s previous assumptions and beliefs while creating a trusting and respectful
environment for them to do so (Cranton, 2006). When using collaborative engagement as
a teaching tool, the teacher facilitates the learning but allows students to become
coproducers through the development of “critical thinking, listening and teamwork skills”
(Longo & Gibson, 2016, p. 70). In this sense, faculty then facilitate the “creative learning
process with, rather than for, students” (Longo & Gibson, 2016, p. 65).
Reflection and coaching. The purpose of reflection is to inspire students to create
their own meaning behind their experiences given the context of their course to not only
problem solve but also examine their own assumptions and beliefs (Azer et al., 2013;
Fitch et al., 2013; Ryan, 2013; Rhoads, 2000). Rhoads (2000) argues that “reflection is
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key to promoting the caring self because it forces students to give serious thought to their
service experience and their overall lives” (p. 43). Rogers (2001) argues that a key
component in gaining a deeper understanding is to intentionally reflect on ones’
experience to make “better choices” and become more effective. “When a concrete
experience is enriched by reflection, given meaning by thinking, and transformed by
action, the new experience created becomes richer, broader, and deeper” (Kolb & Kolb,
2009, p. 309). If a faculty member is to become an effective mentor and coach, they will
need to create an environment that supports reflection (Riehle & Weiner, 2013; La Lopa,
2012; Rogers, 2001). “The challenge for educators is to sort through these complex
contextual factors and establish conditions conducive to learning and reflection” (Rogers,
2001, p. 51). Longo & Gibson (2016) argue that what is needed in collaborative
engagement is a “deliberate process” for faculty and students to reflect through dialogue
and learning from one another.
A challenge for educators in incorporating reflection in the learning process is
being aware of “the scholarly tendency to quantify complex processes in order to
understand them” (Rogers, 2001, p. 51). As reflection is a personal journey for the
student (Rogers, 2001), educators need to be aware of possible biases and be willing to be
flexible to adapt to the learning environment created by the student (Katz Jameson et al.,
2013; Colby, 2003; Rogers, 2001). This struggle may lie in faculty’s challenge in
assessing student reflections as well as in their ability to do so (Katz Jameson, 2013).
Therefore, if educators are to become willing to incorporate reflective processes, they
must be able to relinquish control of the students’ experience (Rogers, 2001) and be
confident in the tool they choose to implement. Torp & Sage (2002) contend that
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educators use service and reflection as a way to coach students through the experience by
“probing, questioning, and challenging student thinking” (p. 15). Thus, Brzycki &
Brzycki (2016) argue that using a coaching method focuses on empowering “the future
personal and professional potentials of students” (p. 97).
Challenges of Service Learning
As service learning differs from traditional educational settings, a common
challenge for faculty is giving up a sense of control within the classroom (Darby &
Knight-McKenna, 2016; Beere et al., 2011; Gilbert & Foster, 1997). A common
challenge in implementing a new pedagogy is institutional and individual resistance as
well as fear of the unknown (Crew, 2011). Colby (2003) argues that some faculty resist
service learning because they lack the expertise on how to incorporate it into their
curriculum. In fact, Beere et al. (2011) argue that faculty resistors to service learning
occur due to change and can be convinced of the benefits if they are able to convey their
fears and shown that they are “ill-founded.” According to the 2006 Campus Compact
Annual Membership Survey, the top challenges for faculty in implementing service
learning include faculty time, lack of funding, lack of common understanding, and
faculty resistance (Butin, 2010).
Time. One of the biggest challenges to implementing service and community
engagement is time constraints (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016; Jacoby, 2015; Cooper,
2014; Demb & Wade, 2012; Lambert & Alden, 2012; Trail Ross, 2012; Beere et al.,
2011; Hutchings et al., 2011; Davis, 2009; Porath & Jordan, 2009; Witmer et al., 2009;
Michael, 2007; Bulot & Johnson, 2006; Abes et al., 2002; Torp & Sage, 2002; Bringle et
al., 1996; Hammond, 1994). According to Michael (2007), learning new styles of

71

teaching can be time intensive; however, developing an active learning approach does not
take any more time than any other approach. The issue of time has long been studied;
however, with the “renewed focus of higher education on teaching and learning,” time is
a common challenge for any new pedagogy in order to implement effective teaching and
learning (Cooper, 2014). For faculty inexperienced in service learning, time will be
needed to prepare them to teach using active learning in their classroom (Michael, 2007).
In fact, Darby & Knight-McKenna (2016) argue that faculty avoid service learning if they
“did not receive release time to develop an academic service learning course” (p. 180).
Classroom control. In traditional settings, faculty decide how content will be
transmitted to students to develop a course of action (Knowles et al., 2015; Altbach,
2011a). However, in order to reap the benefits of community engagement, faculty must
be willing to relinquish “some degree of control” and autonomy that traditional
classrooms allow (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016; Alessio, 2012; Beere et al., 2011;
Smith, 2008; Hammond, 1994) and some struggle with the sense of “loss” (Lotan, 2004).
Michael (2007) argues that faculty that use service learning no longer have control of
what happens in the classroom, which evokes a sense of anxiety and fear. While
traditional courses allow faculty to control the instructional content, with service learning
courses faculty “must be flexible” (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016, p. 189). Lotan
(2004) contends that faculty worry that not maintaining control in the classroom will lead
to “chaos” as students will not be able to manage the learning on their own. Thus, Garcia
& Smith (1996) contend that changing the way one teaches isn’t about how one teaches,
but about the questions posed, the methodology and ability to change the way students
think. Transforming the curriculum requires faculty to help students look past their
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biases and decide how best to incorporate service learning (Knowles et al., 2015; Cooper,
2014).
Lack of training. For some faculty, a challenge to incorporating service learning
is a lack of expertise in how to incorporate it into their curriculum (Jacoby, 2015; Cronley
et al., 2014; Butin, 2010; Michael, 2007; Colby, 2003; Hung et al., 2003; Abes et al.,
2002). Beere et al. (2011) argues that not preparing faculty to work in the community
could harm the institution’s “reputation” and could lead some faculty to avoid using
service learning in the future. In order to gain faculty support for service learning,
institutions must provide opportunities to develop new teaching skills (Saltmarsh et al.,
2011; Molee et al., 2010; Katula & Threnhauser, 1999). Darby & Knight-McKenna
(2016) argue that faculty become deterred when they lack the knowledge on how to use
the pedagogy effectively or view it as irrelevant to the courses they teach. In fact, Jacoby
(2015) contends that faculty become hesitant when “they do not understand” and become
“intimidated by the perceived obstacles” (p. 115). Beere et al. (2011) argues that being
able to “collaborate with the community” requires a skillset that faculty may not have due
to the fact that they may be accustomed to “solitary work.” Thus, this requires
institutions to develop ways to engage faculty with their fellow colleagues to share ideas,
build rapport (Jacoby, 2015; Beere et al., 2011), and open lines of communication.
Indeed, Molee et al. (2010) argues that institutions need to develop training mechanisms
and resources to help faculty guide and evaluate student learning. However, faculty are
often overloaded with their everyday tasks and need support staff to help in
administrative tasks that they are ill-prepared for (Beere et al., 2011).
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Institutional support. Researchers (Hutchings et al., 2011; Kezar & Rhoads,
2011) argue that the greatest challenge in implementing service learning is the
organizational barriers that impede innovation. Poikela et al. (2009) argues that if
institutions want faculty to build service learning curriculum they need to provide
institution-wide support for planning and implementation. In fact, if faculty want to
provide greater influence on their students, an institutional commitment is needed to
encourage faculty to adopt service learning (Bennet et al., 2016; Cooper, 2014; Cronley
et al., 2014; Beere et al., 2011; Molee et al., 2010; Colby, 2003). Michael (2007) argues
that faculty may choose not to include service learning in their curriculum unless the
institution provides an academic reward structure that positively reinforces the extra work
that implementation will require. In fact, common challenges in instilling institutional
commitment are found “in relation to structure, process and funding, and resolution”
(Bennet et al., 2016, p. 158). Therefore, if the institution is going to support service
learning and critical thinking then they must show a commitment as well as allocate
resources to support faculty (Jacoby, 2015; Molee et al., 2010).
Researchers (Beere et al., 2011; Abes et al., 2002) argue that if the institution is to
support faculty in community engagement they must also commit institutional funds to
substantially support their efforts. If faculty are to pursue service learning, they need
support to organize logistics (Jacoby, 2015; Lambert & Alden, 2012; Smith, 2008; Abes
et al., 2002). Sedlak et al. (2003) highlights that “logistical issues include travel
arrangements to the agency, safety for students, scheduling around class time, liability,
orientation to the agency, and students’ record keeping of time spent at the agency” (p.
103). In fact, researchers (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016; Abes et al., 2002) argue that
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faculty are often deterred from adopting service learning if they perceive logistical
difficulties. Along with institutional support, faculty need to be recognized for their
service and efforts in the community (Abes et al., 2002; Bringle et al., 1997). However,
“almost every college catalog in this country still lists teaching, research, and service as
the priorities of the professoriate; yet, at tenure and promotion time, the harsh truth is that
service is hardly mentioned” (Boyer, 1996, p. 13). Therefore, if service is to be valued, it
must be a part of faculty’s scholarly productivity and teaching.
Scholarly productivity vs. teaching. Educators are under pressure to not only
teach and conduct research, but to also “attract external grants, do consulting, and earn
additional income for themselves and for their universities” (Altbach, 2011b, p. 30). A
significant challenge for faculty in building service learning in their curriculum is the
view that service is not a part of the academic reward structure (Demb & Wade, 2012;
Vogelgesang et al., 2010; Witmer et al., 2009; Ward et al., 2003; Hammond, 1994).
Researchers (Jackson-Elmoore, 2013; Colby, 2003; Bringle & Hatcher, 1996; Boyer,
1990) have argued that as service is sometimes misunderstood it can be perceived “as less
meaningful” than traditional roles of “teaching and research.” Boyer (1990) argues that
faculty that shift their focus to community engagement to meet institutional needs will
abandon their efforts if they lack support and fear receiving “poor evaluations and the
denial of tenure.” Tenure was “originally” developed as a way to “protect academic
freedom,” but is now a means for evaluating faculty (Altbach, 2011a) and measuring
performance (Condon et al., 2016). Beere et al. (2011) argues that faculty determine how
to invest their time and effort by evaluating tenure and promotion guidelines. In fact,
research also shows that faculty will avoid service learning if they “perceive a lack of

75

evidence it will help them to achieve their teaching goals” (O’Meara, 2008, p. 15).
Jackson-Elmoore (2013) contends that faculty often grapple with how “engaged teaching
might impact their research agenda” as well as how their scholarly work will be viewed
by “disciplinary colleges” (p. 17).
Institutionalizing Service Learning
“Successful engagement requires three ingredients: long-term sustained
leadership; substantial infrastructure; and a widespread self-interest” (Saltmarsh &
Harley, 2016, p. 29). “When transformation of the work of colleges and universities on
the scholarship of engagement occurs that is integral, enduring, and meaningful to all
stakeholders, then service learning will be institutionalized” (Bringle & Hatcher, 2000, p.
274). In order for institutions to see themselves as producers of engaged citizens, service
learning integration needs to be at the center of institutional priorities (Jacoby, 2015;
Abes et al., 2002). According to Bringle & Hatcher (2009), service learning has received
notoriety as an active learning pedagogy that helps institutions achieve their goals
whether it be fulfilling their mission statement or through strategic planning. Bennett et
al. (2016) argue that institutionalizing service learning is also linked to sustainability.
Therefore, for effective change to take hold, it needs to engage all stakeholders (Chun &
Evans, 2009) and be a part of organizational culture (Jacoby, 2015; Vogelgesang et al.,
2010; Saltmarsh et al., 2009). Vogelgesang et al. (2010) argue that in order to build a
commitment to service a strong organization culture must exist to influence faculty
behaviors and tendencies as well as shape their civic values. In fact, Bennett et al. (2016)
argue that providing recognition for service learning can cultivate a sense of legitimacy
and help foster institutionalization.
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Strengthening Institutional Mission
“The mission statement is the glue that connects the work of the university. It
provides the rationale, the direction, the motivation, and the commitment” (Beere et al.,
2009, p. 53). The mission of the institution “connects the work of the university” to
provide direction and express commitment (Beere et al., 2011). Kezar & Rhoads (2001)
argue that higher education mission statements represent the principles of institutions to
educate students as a whole. In fact, Ward (2003) argues that what is needed in academia
is refined mission statements that align more clearly with today’s realities. Ward (2003)
argues further that if higher education is “to meet today’s urgent academic and social
mandates,” then their institutional mission statement needs to be redefined and the
meaning behind learning reexamined. If service learning is to become a part of the
culture of the institution, then it needs to become a central part of the “institutions
mission, long-range plans, institutional assessment and budget allocations” (Jacoby,
2015; Livingston, 2011; Bringle & Hatcher, 1996).
Researchers (Condon et al., 2016; Jacoby, 2015; Bryer, 2014; Tukibayeva &
Gonyea, 2014; Saltmarsh et al., 2009; McKay & Estrella, 2008; Smith, 2008; Bringle &
Hatcher, 1996) argue that an integral part of the mission statement is the institutional
commitment to preparing students to be educated and “responsible citizens.” In addition,
researchers (O’Meara, 2013; Boyer, 1990; Bringle & Hatcher, 2000) argue that a
“national imperative” is compelling universities to reevaluate the components of their
missions to ensure teaching and research are linked to community issues. The key to
advancing an innovative educational tool is aligning it to the mission and ensuring a
commitment of the faculty (Furco & Moely, 2012; Kezar & Rhoads, 2001). Faculty are
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integral to fulfilling the mission, contributing to the public good, and serving the students
(Beere et al., 2011; O’Meara et al., 2011). Bringle et al. (2009) argues that a common
challenge is the “lack of alignment” between the mission of the institution and the
“attitudes and behaviors of faculty.” If the faculty and staff are to support the mission, a
clear understanding of the institutions’ commitment is needed (Demb & Wade, 2012;
Hatcher, 2011; Beere et al., 2009).
Creating a Culture of Service
Livingston (2011) argues that in order to mainstream service learning institutions
must establish legitimacy as part of the institutional culture. “At the core of wider
institutional engagement lies an academic commitment to the kind of teaching, learning,
and knowledge creation that foster active civic engagement” (Saltmarsh et al., 2011, p.
291). If service learning is to become a part of the intuition’s educational reform, then it
needs to be centralized within the institution itself (Livingston, 2011) as it has
implications for the way faculty teach (Saltmarsh et al., 2011). Building a culture that
supports service as a philosophy as well as a pedagogy is a large institutional undertaking
that requires leadership support (Jacoby, 2015; Saltmarsh et al., 2011) and considers
university strengths and capacity (Beere et al., 2011). Chun & Evans (2009) argue that
the process for building up to the change involves three phases: 1) letting go of the old
ways, 2) accepting that the old is gone and preparing for the new, and 3) seeing the new
as a beginning (p. 68). Thus, building a culture of service towards becoming
institutionalized requires institutions to make intentional decisions for supporting service
learning (Jacoby, 2015).

78

Building a culture of service not only relies on the efforts and commitment of the
institution, but also the commitment and buy-in of its faculty. Kezar & Rhoads (2001)
argue that service learning allows institutions to question how they view “scholarly
inquiry.” In order to build service learning experiences, faculty need to consider whether
it is the right fit for their course (Sedlak et al., 2003). Sedlak et al. (2003) argues that the
first step in building service learning as part of the teaching and learning is to ensure that
faculty understand its “role and purpose.” Once faculty understand its role and merits, it
is important for the institution to promote discussions about service learning and
regularly recognize faculty for their efforts and scholarship (Jacoby, 2015; Saltmarsh et
al., 2009; McIntyre et al., 2005; Bringle & Hatcher, 2000). In fact, Cooper (2014) argues
that by highlighting the efforts of faculty, the institution will be able to attract others to
join the movement. As universities begin to change, faculty too will begin to think about
the way they teach (Jackson-Elmoore, 2013).
Sustaining the Effort
Institutions show that service learning is valued when it is a prevalent part of the
curriculum and personnel decisions i.e. hiring, tenure and promotion, and performance
evaluations (Cooper, 2014; Bringle & Hatcher, 1996; Boyer, 1990). Indeed, researchers
argue that for institutions to succeed, engagement in the community needs to be a priority
and a part of their mission (Jacoby, 2015; Beere et al., 2011; Saltmarsh et al., 2009) and
be supported by fellow colleagues and senior leaders (Jacoby, 2015; Cooper. 2014; Kezar
& Rhoads, 2001). If faculty are to buy into service learning, institutions need to provide
resources and incentives to not only engage them but also sustain their efforts (Jacoby,
2015; Cooper, 2014; Hutchings et al., 2011; Rasch & Murphy, 2009; McIntyre et al.,
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2005). McIntyre et al. (2005) argues that these efforts can be maintained through
continued action and pursuit; however, if the institution wants to sustain these efforts they
need to find ways to reward the new efforts and behaviors.
In looking at creating organizational change and sustained efforts, one must look
at the organization as a system as change cannot be done in solidarity (Rasch & Murphy,
2009). Boyer (1990) argues that engaged scholarship provides opportunities for faculty
to connect with the institution, department, and communities. While institutional support
is crucial for sustaining engaged scholarship (Vogelgesang, 2010), it is important to make
visible the effort of the faculty and institution in community engagement (O’Meara et al.,
2011; Abes et al., 2002). Institutions can increase visibility by creating “opportunities for
these faculty members to promote service-learning and the scholarship associated with
service-learning” (Abes et al., 2002, p. 14) to showcase the work faculty do to meet the
needs of communities (Jacoby, 2015; O’Meara, 2013; Furco & Moely, 2012; Bringle &
Hatcher, 2009; Davis, 2009; Boyer, 1990). In fact, Jackson-Elmoore (2013) argues that
faculty become more engaged when they discover “support networks” that not only value
community engagement but also celebrate it. However, it is important to recognize not
only the opportunities in sustaining these efforts, but also the challenges that exist.
Researchers argue that faculty do not sustain their service-learning efforts due to
“changing administrative roles and lack of support from deans and colleagues” (Cooper,
2014, p. 425) or a “lack of experience with or knowledge of this approach” (Michael,
2007, p. 45).
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Building Increased Faculty Motivation
Faculty become interested in service learning for a variety of reasons and these
motivations have been the focus of research for the last two decades (O’Meara, 2013).
O’Meara (2013) argues that much of the early research on faculty that implemented
service learning identified key characteristics that were presumed to have a link to
motivation. In order to better understand how to increase participation in service
learning, faculty need to understand how to intentionally utilize it as an instrument to
create and promote learning (Clayton et al., 2013). Hartley & Saltmarsh (2016) argue
that early adopters saw service learning as a way to transform learning and promote “a
just society” while later adopters “saw it as a practical and effective means for conveying
disciplinary learning” (P. 41). While early adopters function as leaders and welcome new
ideas, late adopters are often unconvinced and adopt new pedagogies out of necessity or
pressure from the institution (McKay & Rozee, 2004). However, researchers (Darby &
Knight-McKenna, 2016; Furco & Moely, 2012; Beere, Vortuba & Wells, 2011; Butin,
2010; McIntyre et al., 2005; Colby, 2003) argue that once faculty become convinced of
the merits service learning provides, they become motivated to adopt.
Motivations to Adopt Service Learning
The decision to incorporate service learning is a voluntary one made by an
individual faculty member (Bulot & Johnson, 2006). In a study on faculty motivations,
O’Meara (2008) argued that motivational theory is the direct result of personal drivers
and goals (intrinsic factors), and the support of one’s environment (extrinsic factors). For
faculty using this pedagogy, intrinsic factors include “how the work is done and how it
affects the faculty member, the variety of activities involved in the work, the degree to
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which someone performs the activity from beginning to end, the autonomy the person has
in doing the work, the responsibility involved, and the amount of feedback the person
receives concerning performance” (O’Meara, 2008, p. 9). O’Meara (2008) further
defines extrinsic factors as those that “focus on the environment and conditions under
which work is done; they include reward systems, workload, working conditions,
opportunity structures, and policies” (p. 9). Contrary, Merriam & Bierema (2014)
contend that intrinsic motivation is internal and thus is an “end to itself” whereas,
extrinsic motivation “provides a means to an end” (p. 147). However, Smith (2008)
argues that institutions’ that use extrinsic rewards rather than intrinsic rewards to
motivate faculty to utilize service learning can provide them with the wrong reasons for
doing it. Therefore, when evaluating factors that motivate faculty, two primary themes
were revealed: 1) personal influences (meaning of service; values and beliefs; innovation
and teaching; and career path), and 2) institutional influences (student learning outcomes;
organizational support; and rewards and recognition).
Personal influences. “For faculty to maintain their motivation to use academic
service learning pedagogy, they need to sustain their belief in the pedagogy and continue
to enhance their self-efficacy” (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016, p. 190). Research
suggests that faculty are drawn to service learning if they are able to tie learning to both
their professional and personal lives as well as meet their teaching goals (O’Meara,
2013). In a study by Hammond (1994), findings suggest that faculty become motivated if
they perceive that their “work has meaning and purpose” (p. 96). Studies have found that
personal characteristics are indicators of who will be motivated and engaged in service
learning and community engagement (Vogelgesang et al., 2010). In fact, Beere et al.
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(2011) argues that faculty are encouraged to become involved in community engagement
by the hope of being “stretched in new ways” themselves to benefit their teaching. In a
study by O’Meara (2008), participants were motivated by a “deepened understanding of
content in ‘real-world settings,’ enhanced critical thinking, career development, and the
development of civic consciousness” (p. 15). In fact, faculty innovators become
motivated by their innate desire to “try new ideas” and take risks to have more control
over their future (McKay & Rozee, 2004).
Meaning of service. O’Meara (2016) argues that engaged scholars “invest more
fully in the work and community partners where they find meaning and know they are
making important contributions” (p. 104). Researchers (Demb & Wade, 2012; Beere et
al., 2011) suggest that faculty are motivated to include community engagement in their
curriculum by the desire to serve and make a difference in their communities. In a study
on faculty motivations for community engagement, O’Meara (2008) found that faculty
were motivated by their innate desire to keep commitments to their “campus partners or
social issues.” In fact, in a study by McKay & Estrella (2008), they contend that faculty
become motivated as service promotes “a sense of community” (p. 359). Thus, research
shows that faculty are motivated by their personal, innate desire to serve.
Values and beliefs. Faculty derive motivation “from their beliefs in the value of
undergraduate education, their sense of community, their satisfying relationships with
students, and their connections with research” (Colby, 2003, p. 202). In a study by
Lambright and Alden (2012), participants reported that they were driven to include
service learning when they became convinced of “its educational value.” In fact, another
study by O’Meara (2008) indicated that participants noted their motivation was “driven
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by their desire for partnerships, community, and relationships” (p. 21). In addition,
faculty are motivated to adopt this pedagogy when they believe this kind of teaching is
important and get a sense of satisfaction that they are able to impact their students in a
meaningful way (Colby, 2003). In fact, Furco & Moely (2012) argue that faculty become
more willing to support service learning when they see an alignment between the
pedagogy and their personal “values, interests and concerns” (p. 146).
Citizenship. At the core of faculty’s motivation was the ability “to instill in their
students the belief that collectively, we are responsible for the world we live in, and;
therefore, we have an obligation to use our knowledge for the greater good” (Darby &
Knight-McKenna, 2016, p. 184). If service to the community is of value to faculty, a
particularly relevant model to explore is McTighe Musil’s Stages of Citizenship (Wagner
& Mathison, 2015; Musil, 2003). This model examines how one shifts their thinking
about what it means to be and live within a community and their role within it (see Table
3). Faculty that believed in service learning were able to sustain their motivation by their
commitment to improving their community (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016; Abes et
al., 2002) as well as build long-term relationships (McIntyre et al., 2005). Thus, when
using this model to motivate faculty, it is important to facilitate learning at the
“reciprocal” and “generative” stage that sees the community as a reciprocal partner with
endless possibilities for both the faculty member and their students.
Table 3
Stages of Citizenship and Approaches to Community
Stage
Exclusionary

Civic Scope
Disengagement

Oblivious
Naïve

Detachment
Amnesia

Approach to Community
Community is only your own (exclusive to you and
your family and friends)
Community is used as a resource
Community is a resource to engage in
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Charitable
Reciprocal

Altruism
Engagement

Generative

Prosperity

Community is a resource that needs assistance
Community is a resource to empower and be
empowered by
Community is an interdependent resource filled with
possibilities

Love of Learning. For successful engagement, faculty need to possess an
“authentic sense of self-interest” in their “research and prestige interests” (Saltmarsh &
Harley, 2016, p. 29). In a study by O’Meara (2008), almost half of the participants
related their motivation “to the scholarly nature of the work and their desire for learning”
(p. 20). Tukibayeva & Gonyea (2014) contend that faculty are often motivated by the
sharing of “intellectual experiences” between themselves and their students. These types
of experiences often lead to increased learning and exposure to differing points of view.
In fact, Akombo (2013) argues that such opportunities allow for “personal growth,
interpersonal sensitivity, skill in group interaction, problem-solving, understanding
society and culture, and the ability to understand and cope with an ever-changing world”
(p. 4). Thus, exposure to the community offers faculty an opportunity for learning and
personal growth as it provides new ways to apply their research and course content
(Chupp & Joseph, 2010).
Innovation and teaching. According to Beere et al. (2011), some faculty are
drawn to community engagement through its ability to stretch them intellectually by
working with colleagues across disciplines. In fact, O’Meara (2008) argues that some
faculty are drawn to service learning by their desire to be “frontiers of their discipline.”
Thus, faculty can be motivated to include service learning if they perceive a “fit between
their discipline and engagement” (O’Meara, 2008, p. 16). In a study by O’Meara (2008),
participants were motivated by a “desire to transmit knowledge and develop skills and
values critical to their discipline” (p. 17). Davis (2009) contends that faculty become
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motivated by the potential to enhance their teaching and the “quality of their instruction”
(p. 234). In fact, Condon et al. (2016) argue that when faculty become active in their
“learning communities” their knowledge of improved practices can be shared with others
as learning is a “collective” experience. By engaging in a cycle of improvement, faculty
will be able to “identify and investigate questions that they care about in their students’
learning and bring what they’ve found back to their classrooms and programs in the form
of new curricula” (Hutchings et al., 2011, p. 12).
Career path. Hartley & Saltmarsh (2016) argue that faculty who believe in
service learning and community engagement have developed a sense of “professional
identity” as well as a career path to accomplish that. In a study by O’Meara (2008),
participants began teaching with service learning early on in their careers and “were
successful enough at it that they had become known professionally in almost every way –
on and off their campuses” (p. 19). Faculty that become engaged scholars believe in
establishing “meaningful careers” even in the midst of institutions that are undecided in
regards to their commitment to community engagement (O’Meara, 2016). For these
scholars, it is up to them to develop their “own sense of fit and legitimacy,” as well
establish networks that support their work and efforts (O’Meara, 2016; Furco & Moely,
2012).
Institutional influences. To reinforce faculty commitment, universities should
explore the reasons why faculty choose to use this pedagogy and support them in
achieving “their purpose” (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016). According to a study by
McKay and Rozee (2004), in order to implement change in higher education, you need to
acquire systematic support within the institution, community involvement and faculty
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who are motivated to participate in the change efforts. Research shows that faculty
collaboration and communication among peers helps promote change in teaching
behaviors (Van Note Chism et al., 2013; Demb & Wade, 2012; Smith, 2008; McIntyre et
al., 2005). In fact, O’Meara (2013) argues that connecting faculty to share “resources,
ideas, failures and successes” with their peers enhances faculty motivation. McIntyre et
al. (2005) contends that communicating to faculty the importance of service learning as it
relates to the mission of the institution, as well as the institutional resources and
opportunities available, helps to encourage others to adopt this pedagogy. In fact, in two
separate studies (Demb & Wade, 2012 & O’Meara, 2008) more than half of the
participants noted that they were motivated to engage in the community by their desire to
support their institutions’ mission. Saltmarsh et al. (2009) contends that institutions that
support engaged faculty contribute “not only to the production of new knowledge but to
providing a way for American colleges and universities to more effectively fulfill their
academic and civic missions” (p. 34).
Student learning outcomes. For many faculty, being able to challenge deeper
student learning and developing in students the ability to think critically is a key reason to
use service learning in their courses (Cronley et al., 2014; Katz Jameson et al., 2013; Van
Note Chism et al., 2013; Beere et al., 2011; Witmer et al., 2009; O’Meara, 2008; Abes et
al., 2002). Katz Jameson et al. (2013) argues that faculty become interested in service
learning when they can nurture students to create their own learning experiences to
become “producers of knowledge.” In addition, service learning outcomes that include
“civic learning, benefits to the community and campus-community relationships” also
inspire faculty to become motivated to engage in the pedagogy (Van Note Chism et al.,
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2013; Byers & Gray, 2012; La Lopa, 2012; McKay & Rozee, 2004). In a study by Smith
(2008), faculty were motivated by the “richer classroom discussions” and the impact
those had on students. Beere et al. (2011) argues that faculty are motivated by the ability
to watch their students “grow in ways that are unlikely to occur in a traditional
classroom” (p. 111). In fact, faculty are driven by the potential to increase student
interest and teach students how to problem solve, which also benefits faculty by
“bringing new life to the classroom” (Bringle & Hatcher, 1996, p. 222).
Organizational support. Researchers (Demb & Wade, 2012; Furco & Moely,
2012; Vogelgesang et al., 2010; Bringle et al., 2009; McIntyre et al., 2005; Colby, 2003)
argue that institutional support is critical for building and sustaining engaged pedagogy.
Saltmarsh & Hartley (2016) argue that faculty may be willing if institutions have
“cultural norms that support public engagement and therefore enact agency by bringing
transformational changes in policies and procedures” (p. 30). Faculty become willing to
adopt service learning if they have support and staff to take on administrative tasks
(Beere et al., 2011; Colby, 2003; Bringle & Hatcher, 2000) that can take away faculty’s
focus on teaching and learning (Colby, 2003). In fact, Vogelgesang et al. (2010) argues
that “institutions that provide support for faculty to connect their scholarship to
community issues will see greater involvement among faculty in collaborating with
community and using scholarship to address community concerns” (p. 466). Thus,
researchers argue that faculty need organizational support to gain new skills in
curriculum development through workshops, seminars or faculty conferences (Saltmarsh
et al., 2011; Kashmanian Oates & Gaither, 2001), as well as help in creating service
opportunities (Smith, 2008).
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Rewards and recognition. “For civic engagement to be institutionalized within an
engaged campus, the work would need to be recognized with the system of faculty
rewards” (Harley & Saltmarsh, 2016, p. 45). In a study by Bulot & Johnson (2006),
faculty perceived many learning benefits and rewards in incorporating service learning;
which include becoming more aware of community issues and becoming active within
the community itself. In fact, Bulot & Johnson (2006) argue that a clear reward is the
recognition by their students, peers, and institution. Researchers have long seen the
benefits of institutional recognition of service activities through promotion and tenure
and awards for service (Beere et al., 2011; Abes et al., 2002; Kezar & Rhoads, 2002;
Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Hammond, 1994; Boyer, 1990). Kezar & Rhoads (2001)
contend that having service tied to the promotion and tenure process reinforces
“pedagogical innovation.”
Research shows that faculty may be motivated to adopt service learning by their
colleagues and the “positive feedback” they receive (O’Meara, 2008; Abes et al., 2002;
Hammond, 1994). In fact, O’Meara et al. (2011) argues that the differing teaching
methodologies used by colleagues might influence faculty involved in community
engagement in regards to how it is viewed by the “institutional and disciplinary reward
systems” (p. 87). In a study by Hammond (1994), findings reveal that faculty become
motivated by the “ability to receive feedback which supports one’s self-esteem and
feeling of competence” (p. 97). This study showed that having an effective reward
structure was a way to “reinforce feelings of success or competence” (Hammond, 1994,
p. 99). Beere et al. (2011) argues that recognizing faculty efforts can also benefit the
institution by calling attention to their “public engagement initiatives” and creating
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greater visibility. This recognition of service “serves both to reward those doing the
work and motivate those who are considering it” (Beere et al., 2011, p. 116). Bringle &
Hatcher (1996) maintain that a way institutions can encourage faculty is to develop a
“common understanding of what constitutes service learning” by creating avenues
(workshops, faculty discussions, presentations, brown bag luncheons) to facilitate
dialogue (p. 228).
Becoming an Engaged Scholar
“Motivations for carrying out and sustaining a community-engaged scholarly
agenda are found in other aspects of identity, such as gender, values, professional roles,
and community and group affiliations” (Dostilo, Janke, Miller, Post & Ward, 2016, p.
117). Dostilo et al. (2016) argue that in order for engaged scholars to become
“authentically integrated” within higher education they must realize “how they can
realize their potential” within the system (p. 117). Community-engaged scholarship
values “diverse forms of inquiry and knowledge” and recognizes the relationships that
connect scholars and communities (Dostilo et al., 2016). “The center of the engaged
scholar’s identity is a scholarship that commands recognition of personal and communal
values over the narrow, academic-centric self-interests of traditional scholarship”
(Dostilo eta l., 2016, p. 118). Dostilo et al. (2016) further argue that engaged scholars
begin to relate and understand their work by focusing on three different identities:
personal, professional, and civic (see Table 4).
Table 4
Community-Engaged Scholarly Identity
Facet of Community-Engaged
Scholarly Identity

Aspects of Community-Engaged Scholarly Identity
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Personal

Gender, race, ethnicity, socioeconomic background, sexual
orientation, values, personal epistemology (institutional,
intuitive/emotional knowing)
Professional
Roles: teaching, service, inquiry, academic epistemology
(disciplinary)
Civic
Community, church, group affiliations, participatory
democracy, democratic inclusion, social justice, engaged
epistemology (relational, collaborative/connected)
Source: Dostilo et al. (2016) which was taken from Ward, 2010.

The review of empirical literature reveals that faculty are motivated to adopt
service learning and community engagement by connecting to one of the identities
outlined by Dostilo et al. (2016). This correlates to the research that faculty are able to
make connection when they are able to tie the learning to their personal lives (O’Meara,
2013) as well as the prospect of deepening the learning for their students (Katz Jameson
et al., 2013; Van Note Chism et al., 2013; Beere et al., 2011; O’Meara, 2008). Hatcher
(2011) argues that “interaction with others develops personal identity, and at the same
time personal identity brings forth a stronger commitment to the public good” (p. 83).
Faculty are motivated by their desire to serve their communities in a civic capacity (Beere
et al., 2011; O’Meara, 2008). However, institutional influences do also play a part in
faculty’s (professional) motivation to adopt this methodology. Research shows that
institutional support and commitment (Vogelgesang et al., 2010; McKay & Rozee, 2004;
Bringle & Hatcher, 2000) and peer collaborations can promote change in how one
teaches (Van Note Chism et al., 2013; O’Meara, 2008). Lastly, recognizing faculty for
their efforts can touch each of the identities outlined by Dostilo et al. (2016).
Recognition and rewards provide motivation by the positive feedback from their peers
(O’Meara, 2008), awards for service (Beere et al., 2011; Boyer, 1990), and greater
visibility in the community (Beere et al, 2011; O’Meara et al., 2011; Smith, 2008; Abes
et al., 2002). Darby & Knight-McKenna (2016) argue that commitment of the faculty is
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crucial because of the role faculty play both in and out of the classroom as well as
establishing ongoing relationships with the community. In a study by Condon et al.
(2016), findings indicate that “when the institution expresses its values about teaching by
providing a rich set of opportunities for the faculty learning part of the cycle and by
building rewards for better student learning into faculty evaluation cycles, the most
powerful results will occur” (p. 70). Thus, the key to motivating faculty to adopt service
learning lies in the ability to touch all the community-engaged scholarly identities:
personal, professional, and civic.
Summary
“The history of the civic engagement movement in American higher education
suggests that fundamental culture change in the academy is needed, not merely a new
coat of paint” (Saltmarsh & Hartley, 2016, p. 30). Transformative learning requires
people to critically examine their previous experiences by “questioning, validating and
revising” their individual perspectives (Brock, 2010; Cranton, 2006). A core principle
behind service learning is creating authentic learning and experiences (Gibson et al.,
2001). O’Meara (2013) argues that throughout their careers faculty change what and how
they learn; however, what is needed is a better understanding of the “kinds of learning
faculty are acquiring and the structures and cultures that are most likely to support that
kind of learning” (p. 219). Having a clear understanding of the institutional support
required will allow institutions to develop faculty development opportunities, reward
systems, and measures for accountability (Cooper, 2014; O’Meara, 2013). Kruger &
Pearl (2016) argue that if service learning is to advance throughout higher education as a
legitimate pedagogy it is time to examine the impact on the role of faculty. In fact,
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faculty will “continue to avoid employing service learning without an established history
of theoretically based empirical evidence” (Kruger & Pearl, 2016, p. 18). For service
learning to become a part of the institutions’ commitment to civic engagement,
universities would need to convey a “significant change in institutional culture and
commitment” (Hartley & Saltmarsh, 2016, p. 43). It is imperative for universities to
commit to furthering civic engagement and service learning in the hopes that “nextgeneration engaged scholars” will foster deeper collaborations to propel higher education
to the next phase of engagement (Longo & Gibson, 2016).
Synthesis Matrix
A synthesis matrix (see Appendix A) was developed to organize and synthesize
the content and findings of the literature review. The synthesis matrix was organized to
both identify and categorize the topics. The synthesis matrix used the following
categories: 1) 21st century education, 2) service learning theory, 3) outcomes of service
learning, 4) curriculum transformation, 5) faculty and scholarship, 6) creating a culture of
service, 6) research and findings, 7) motivations to use, and 8) barriers to use. In
addition, the matrix was arranged in a word document to be more reader friendly as well
as identify any gaps in the research.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
Overview
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to explore factors that motivate
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum in private, higher education
institutions in Southern California. In order to gather a more detailed understanding of
the motivations to utilizing a service learning approach, this study followed a qualitative
research design to examine the lived experiences of faculty that teach in private, higher
education institutions within Southern California.
Chapter III presents a thorough description of the methodology and research
design that guided this study. This study sought to develop an understanding of faculty’s
motivation to integrate service learning into their curriculum in private Southern
California universities that were members of the California Campus Compact. This
section begins with the purpose statement and research questions that were presented in
Chapter 1. In addition, Chapter III includes an examination into the research design
chosen as well as the timeframe for the study, proposed population and sample, and the
process for building the instruments for this study. Lastly, Chapter III outlines the
process for collecting and analyzing the data, the method for selecting participants, steps
to ensure validity and reliability, ethical considerations, and the limitations of the study.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to explore factors that motivate
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum in private, higher education
institutions in Southern California.
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Research Questions
This study was guided by one central research question and five sub-questions
designed to explore factors that motivate faculty to integrate service learning into their
curriculum in four private, higher education institutions in Southern California.
Central Question
What are the lived experiences of higher education faculty that have motivated
them to integrate service learning in their curriculum?
Sub-questions
1. Definition - How do faculty perceive the meaning and use of service learning?
2. Motivation - What personal values, beliefs, and experiences have motivated
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum? Was there a path within
their career that led them to this (e.g. education, prior experience)?
3. Institution - What institutional support factors motivate faculty to integrate service
learning in their curriculum?
4. Recognition - What types of rewards and recognition motivate faculty to integrate
service learning in their curriculum?
5. Outcomes - What student learning outcomes motivate faculty to integrate service
learning in their curriculum? What are some of their significant success stories of
their students who’ve participated in their courses?
Research Design
The research questions for this study aimed to provide understanding for the
experiences of faculty that incorporate service learning into their teaching. Maxwell
(2013) argues that a good research design is “one in which the components work

95

harmoniously together, promotes efficient and successful functioning; a flawed design
leads to poor operation or failure” (p. 2). Creswell (2014) defines qualitative research as
“an approach for exploring and understanding the meaning of individuals or groups” (p.
4). Qualitative research design encompasses “interaction” among all design components
(Maxwell, 2013) and to gain new perspectives (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Further,
Creswell (2014) contends that there are eight characteristics that define qualitative
research: “natural setting, researcher as the key instrument, multiple sources of data,
inductive and deductive data analysis, participants’ meanings, emergent design,
reflexivity, and holistic account” (p. 186). All of these characteristics were instrumental
in developing a phenomenological approach for this study.
Phenomenology is used to gain a deeper understanding of experiences as they
relate both individually and as shared experiences (Patton, 2015). Creswell (2014)
defines “phenomenological research” as a “design of inquiry coming from philosophy
and psychology in which the researcher describes the lived experiences of individuals
about a phenomenon” as related by the participants (p. 14). In addition, Van Manen
(2014) defines phenomenology as a “method of questioning,” and a method for
discovering “the possibilities and potentialities for experiencing openings,
understandings, and insights” (p. 29). According to McMillan & Schumacher (2010), the
purpose of phenomenological research is to “transform lived experiences into a
description of its ‘essence,’ allowing for reflection and analysis” (p. 24). While
phenomenological inquiry does not produce generalizable data, it can contribute to the
development of new perspectives as well as add to the growing literature.
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As was outlined in the literature, service learning provides many benefits to the
student learning experience, but faculty participation is often marginalized. In order to
align the research design with the proposed research questions, a phenomenological
approach was used to study the problem pragmatically and obtain a rich data for the
experiences of individuals and help understand faculty motivations and perceptions. By
examining the lived experiences of higher education faculty, it is the hope to make sense
of the transitional process including motivations to adopt the pedagogy, professional
preparation, and implementation strategies for success. Through the application of a
phenomenological approach, the researcher will focus on individual experiences to
determine whether correlations exist among participants.
Timeframe of the Study
The following timeline represents the schedule and steps conducted in this study:
•

August 2016 – Research proposal was submitted to the dissertation
committee for approval

•

September 2016 – Finalization of interview questions

•

October 2016 – Upon approval of the committee, the research protocols
and related documents were submitted to Brandman University’s
Institutional Review Board (IRB)

•

October 2016 – Participants for the study were recruited and selected

•

October 2016 – Participants signed an informed consent to participate in
the study

•

November 2016-February 2017 – Interviews were conducted and syllabi
collected
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•

March 2017 – Final analysis of data collected, including review, coding
and summarization
Population

Population is defined as the total group that will be researched and generalized
about (Patten, 2012; McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, Guthrie, 2010). According to
McMillan & Schumacher (2010), “a population is a group of elements or cases, whether
individuals, objects, or events, that conform to specific criteria and to which we intend to
generalize the results of the research” (p. 129). The population for this study consisted of
faculty members that teach service learning in California higher education universities
that are members of the California Campus Compact. Campus Compact is an
organization of college presidents that have committed their institutions to “public
service and community engagement” (Jacoby, 2015, p. 18). In 1985, Campus Compact
was developed in “response to curricular irrelevance and the desire of students and
institutional leaders to create meaningful undergraduate experiences” (Kezar & Rhoads,
2001, p. 152). Currently, Campus Compact has more than 1,100 institutional members
and 35 state and regional affiliates, which includes the California Campus Compact.
California Campus Compact is a “coalition of California's leading colleges and
universities looking to advance civic and community engagement” (California Campus
Compact, n.d.). California Campus Compact is part of the national Campus Compact
network and is one of 35 state Compact offices nationwide. Their mission focuses on
building “the collective commitment and capacity of colleges, universities and
communities to advance civic and community engagement for a healthy, just and
democratic society” (California Campus Compact, n.d.). California Campus Compact
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has 46 member institutions and, according to their respective websites, there are 25,506
full-time faculty within those universities.
The target population is often different from the survey population, which focuses
on elements to identify the sample (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). According to
McMillan & Schumacher (2010), “it is important for researchers to carefully and
completely define both the target population and the sampling frame.” Patten (2012)
contends that by studying the characteristics of the target population the researcher will
be able to make inferences about the population. Therefore, in this study, the target
population is limited to faculty members experienced in service learning in Southern
California higher education institutions within the California Campus Compact. The four
institutions that will be used for this study are Loyola Marymount University, Chapman
University, Pepperdine University, and the University of San Diego. These institutions
were selected as they are peer institutions that are 1) private, 2) religiously affiliated, 3)
of similar size in their respective student body and faculty, 4) liberal arts institutions with
undergraduate enrollments over 3,000, 5) members of California Campus Compact, 6)
located in Southern California, and 7) have similar mission statements that focus on
service and educating for citizenship. According to their respective institutional
websites, there were 104 faculty members amongst these institutions that taught a course
with a service learning component (see Table 5).
Table 5
Matrix of Target Population
Chapman
University
Mission

To provide
personalized

Loyola
Marymount
University
To enrich our
educational
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Pepperdine
University

University of San
Diego

To the highest
standards of

To advancing
academic

education of
distinction that
leads to
inquiring, ethical
and productive
lives as global
citizens

community and
advance our
mission: 1) The
encouragement of
learning; 2) The
education of the
whole person;
and 3) The
service of faith
and the
promotion of
justice

academic
excellence and
Christian values,
where students
are strengthened
for lives of
purpose, service,
and leadership

excellence,
expanding liberal
and professional
knowledge,
creating a diverse
and inclusive
community and
preparing leaders
who are
dedicated to
ethical conduct
and
compassionate
service

Religious
Affiliation

Disciples of
Christ

Roman Catholic

Church of Christ

Roman Catholic

Student Body

6,281
(8,132 Total)

6,184
(9,515 Total)

3,451
(7,417 Total)

5,741
(8,349 Total)

448

562

265

383

17

11

20

56

Total Faculty
(approx.)
Faculty
Conducting
Service
Learning

Source: U.S. News & World Report
Sample
According to McMillan & Schumacher (2010), sample is defined as “a group of
individuals from whom data are collected” (p. 129). The sample for this study focused
on undergraduate faculty teaching service learning in one of the four institutions in the
target population. For this study, the sample size will be derived using purposive
sampling. According to Patten (2012), this method is used to select individuals that are
believed to be “good sources of information” (p. 51). In fact, researchers (Patton, 2015;
Maxwell, 2013) contend that using purposive sampling allows you to “deliberatively”
select participants that the researcher believes can provide information “relevant to your
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research questions. Maxwell (2013) identified five possible goals for using purposeful
selection,
First, it is believed that using purposeful selection allows you to achieve a
sample that is representative of a larger population. Secondly, it is
believed that it will allow the researcher to capture the heterogeneity in the
population. Thirdly, using this type of sample will allow you to select
participants that will test the theories outlined in the literature review.
Fourth, this type of sampling will allow for comparisons to be made to
identify differences between institutions and participants. Lastly,
purposive sampling allows the researcher to build productive relationships
with the participants to ensure the research questions are answered. (p. 98)
Patton (2015) argues that “sample size depends on what you want to know, the
purpose of the inquiry, what’s at stake, what will be useful to know, what will have
credibility, and what can be done with the available time and resources” (p. 311).
McMillan & Schumacher (2010) contend that an important consideration in conducting
research is determining the size of the sample. In establishing the sample size, the
researcher will select three to four faculty members from each of the four institutions to
be a part of the study. Therefore, it is the aim of the researcher to build a sample of 8-12
participants for this study. This sample will ensure equal quantities of male and female
faculty from various ranks and disciplines. Therefore, in order to test the phenomenon of
what motivates faculty to implement service learning in their curriculum, this study
invited faculty members to participate in the study, who have 1) both taught and
incorporated service learning; and 2) have a clear understanding of the meaning behind
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service learning. These faculty members were identified on their respective institutional
websites as those that use service learning in their curriculum.
Instrumentation
Maxwell (2013) contends that in a qualitative study “the researcher is the
instrument of the research” (p. 91). Thus, the researcher was the sole instrument for
developing research relationships as well as collecting and analyzing the data. In order to
examine faculty motivations, a semi-structured interview will be conducted to produce
descriptive narratives that would attempt to explain participants’ motivations on service
learning in the curriculum as well as provide a qualitative understanding to their
individual experiences. Patten (2012) contends that semi-structured “interviews are by
far the most widely used type of measure for collecting data for qualitative research” (p.
153). According to Guthrie (2010), semi-structured interviews employ a guide to ensure
that different interviews can verify the various perceptions. By using a semi-structured
design, the interviewer will be able to allow for flexibility to gain a better understanding
of the participants’ experiences (Creswell, 2014; Patten, 2012; Guthrie, 2010).
The instrumentation utilized for this study consisted of predetermined, openended questions. Incorporating open-ended questions will invite participants to provide
“thoughtful, in-depth responses” (Patton, 2015, p. 428). The interview questions were
developed based on the literature review and the research questions to create an openended approach. Patten (2012) argues that an interview protocol should be established
and consist of “written directions for conducting the interview as well as a standard set of
predetermined questions to be asked of all participants” (p. 153). According to Creswell
(2014), the interview protocol should also outline how information will be recorded
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either “by making handwritten notes, by audiotaping, or by videotaping” (p. 194). A key
part of designing the instrumentation was developing questions that would allow
participants to “respond in a way that represents accurately and thoroughly their points of
view” (Patton, 2015, p. 26). Patton (2015) identified ten principles for conducting an
interview: “ask open-ended questions, be clear, listen, probe as appropriate, observe, be
both empathic and neutral, make transitions, distinguish types of questions, be prepared
for the unexpected, and be present throughout” (p. 428).
To help facilitate an environment conducive to the interview and ensure a
consistent process, the researcher utilized an interview guide with the initial questions
“designed to establish rapport” (Patten, 2012, p. 153). According to Patton (2015), the
interview guide serves to “ensure that basic lines of inquiry are pursued” and “all relevant
topics are covered” (p. 439). The interview protocol for this study comprised of 23
questions. The type of questions included academic backgrounds, personal motivation,
institutional support, and learning and teaching within higher education. The questions
were developed to stimulate conversations regarding their lived experiences. This
allowed the researcher to build an interview approach around a conversation about
service learning as mutual interest (Patton, 2015). In addition, the researcher also utilized
the summarizing transition as a way to allow the interviewer to make clarifications
“before moving on” (Patton, 2015).
To support participant perspectives, course syllabi will be analyzed to gain insight
into faculty pedagogical strategies as well as student learning outcomes that motivate
faculty. These qualitative artifacts will be used to add credibility to the study as well as
triangulate the data. “Qualitative methods, such as interviews, observation and document
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analysis can produce insights into faculty members’ knowledge base of principles of
service learning” (Van Note Chism et al., 2013, p. 200). Creswell (2014) argues that
collecting qualitative documents allows the researcher to “obtain the language and words
of participants” (p. 191). In addition, Patton (2015) contends that documents can be a
valuable tool to analyze as the researcher is able to learn from them as well as develop a
level inquiry that can be supported by the interview. Thus, to correspond with the
literature review, the researcher designed a syllabi matrix (see Appendix G). The
literature suggested that courses that incorporate service learning have specific elements
within the syllabi. Therefore, it was the goal of the researcher to use the syllabi to further
triangulate the data. Service learning syllabi will provide the researcher “with
information about many things that cannot be observed” (Patton, 2015, p. 376). As
syllabi are potentially important documents, the retrieval of these will be done at the
beginning of the interview as part of the protocol (Patton, 2015). As with all
documentation, the confidentiality of the syllabi will be adhered to.
Expert Panel
An expert panel was established to ensure the interview questions were aligned to
the research questions and purpose of the study. An email was sent to several
professionals, each an avid researcher in their own right with experience conducting
qualitative studies (see Appendix B). The researcher engaged in face to face
conversations with each expert that expressed interest in assisting in the study to discuss
their role as well as the timeline of this study. Subsequently, three expert participants
were selected as advisors to the study. Each panel member has earned a doctorate degree
from an accredited university in the United States, and had experience using a qualitative
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research design. In addition, each of the panel members has expertise in service learning
and understands its meaning as well as its use.
The first panel member is a recent doctoral graduate who is an avid supporter of
community engagement and has been teaching using service learning for the last 5 years.
He serves as Assistant Director of Civic Engagement Initiatives and is an adjunct
professor in a Southern California university. His recent dissertation topic was
Expanding the Narrative: Masculinities in Civically Engaged College Men. The second
panel member is an expert in qualitative research design. She is a professor in an
education and teaching program, also in a Southern California university. She is an avid
researcher having received $3.5million in external funding. In addition, her research
focuses on teacher education, the home to school connection, STEM education, and
media influence on public schools and schooling. Lastly, the third panel member is a
faculty member and senior leader in community engagement in a Southern California
university. While her research focus is in the arts, she has had numerous experiences in
community engagement and organizing faculty efforts in such.
Each panel member was asked to review the interview questions independently
and provide feedback. The feedback included their professional expertise as well as
approval and suggestions for how to revise the instrument to obtain answers to the
desired research questions. In addition, the panel also reviewed the interview protocol
(see Appendix C) and informed consent form (see Appendix D). To proceed with each
interview question, a consensus from the panel was required. If consensus could not be
reached for any part of the interview protocol, then the items were removed or revised
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until consensus was attained. After the revisions were made and consensus achieved, the
instrument items were used for purposes for this study.
As the expert panel was comprised of highly qualified experts in academia, they
were used in evaluating and reviewing the instrumentation for this study. According to
Patten (2012), “predetermined questions should be reviewed by experts in the area being
investigated and revised as needed” (p. 153). Thus, any interview questions identified by
the panel as irrelevant to the study were either revised or removed from the interview
guide. Once changes were made, the revised questions were presented to the panel for
input and approval.
Data Collection
Patton (2015) argues that “qualitative inquiry” collects data from a variety of
sources including interviews, focus groups, observations, and artifacts. Upon obtaining
approval from the Brandman University Institutional Review Board (BUIRB) to collect
data, the researcher began to solicit participants for the study through email invitations
(see Appendix E). In addition to the invitation, the researcher also designed a document,
the Description of the Study (see Appendix F), to explain the role and expectations of
being a participant for this study. For purposes of this study, the researcher will follow a
“one-point-in time approach” for interacting with participants and “documenting their
experiences” (Patton, 2015). Using purposeful sampling in order to recruit participants, it
was important to ensure that participants met the following criteria:
1. Participant is a faculty member at one of four institutions: Chapman
University, Loyola Marymount University, Pepperdine University and the
University of San Diego
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2. Participant must be a full-time status
3. Participant must have taught at least one course in service learning
4. Have a clear understanding of the meaning behind service learning
Participants who met the selection criteria were invited to participant, and an
interview scheduled. These faculty members were identified on their respective
institutional websites as those that use service learning in their curriculum. If participants
become hard to find, the researcher will ask participants if they have colleagues from
their institutions that might fit the study that they could encourage to participate. As
participation is voluntary, demographic information will be collected to support
comparing participants (Patten, 2012). This demographic information will include:
history of teaching, institution, discipline, history of teaching with service learning,
gender, and rank. Patten (2012) contends that even if “diversity” isn’t the cause for
comparison, “qualitative researchers should collect demographic information that will
help consumers of research to ‘see’ the participants” (p. 149).
Pilot Test
A pilot test was used to ensure the interview questions met the purpose of the
study as well as would provide the answers to the proposed research questions. The
researcher selected a faculty member that met the proposed criteria to test the interview
questions and also practice using the guide to ensure accuracy in the proposed language
and sequence. Guided by an alignment matrix (see Appendix H), the researcher was able
to cross reference the answers given with the research questions. Upon completion of the
pilot test, the researcher met with one of the expert panelists to review findings and
discuss possible revisions, if needed. As the responses provided accuracy in aligning to
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the research questions, the interview questions remained the same. Thus, the participants
were invited to participate in the study and upon acceptance were scheduled for an
interview. In addition to testing the interview guide, the expert panelist also provided a
sample service learning syllabi to test the syllabi matrix. Upon reviewing of the tool, it
was determined to be an accurate measure for identifying effective learning outcomes and
determining best practices as compared to the literature review.
Interviews
“As with interviews, you need to anticipate what information you will actually be
able to collect, in the setting studied, using particular observational or other methods”
(Maxwell, 2013, p. 102). For purposes of this study, semi-structured interviews were
conducted following a predetermined interview guide. McMillan & Schumacher (2010)
contend that by using this approach the researcher is able to select the topics in advance
as well as the sequence for the conversation. In order to gather data, the researcher
“must undertake in-depth interviews with people who have directly experienced the
phenomenon of interest” (Patton, 2015, p. 115). By using interviews, the researcher will
be able to gain access to the lived experiences of the participants. It is the hope that these
interviews will allow the researcher to investigate “what was experienced, how it was
experienced, and, finally, the meanings that the interviewees assign to the experience”
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 356). Patton (2015) argues that it is the “direct
quotes” of the participants that are the “basic source” of data using quality inquiry as it
unravels participants “depth of emotion, the ways they have organized their world, their
thoughts about what is happening, their experiences, and their basic perceptions” (p. 26).
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To ensure that the data collected is processed effectively, the researcher will keep
a record of all “documents collected for analysis in a qualitative study” (Creswell, 2014,
p. 194). These records will be dated and the context identified after each interview. The
interviews will also be recorded to ensure the data collected is accurate. McMillan &
Schumacher (2010) contend that “recording the interview ensures completeness of the
verbal interaction and provides material for reliability checks” (p. 360). Immediately
following each interview, the researcher will transcribe the interview and makes notes of
any observations as well as makes reflections on what has transpired.
Collecting Artifacts
In addition to the interview, the researcher will be collecting artifacts (mission
statements, learning outcomes, resources provided, courses, syllabi, etc.) from each of the
institutions and their respective participants to serve as qualitative artifacts. These
artifacts will be collected through a search of each institution’s websites. McMillan &
Schumacher (2010) contend that these artifacts provide “tangible manifestations that
describe people’s experience, knowledge, actions, and values” (p. 361). In fact, Patton
(2015) argues that artifacts are valuable tools as they not only allow the researcher to
learn “directly from them,” but also act “as a stimulus” for increased inquiry and thinking
that can make connections to the participants through interviews (p. 377). Thus, these
artifacts will be used to make connections to the institutional support provided to faculty.
Lambright & Alden (2012) contend that these artifacts can be used to assess the extent to
which these institutions “had formal policies specific to service-learning or formalized
plans for achieving campus-wide goals for service-learning” (p. 18). In addition, course
syllabi will be used to make connections to the teaching experiences of the participants.
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In addition, they will be used to study the learning outcomes that are used in service
learning courses as they connect to the literature review and serve to confirm best
practices.
Protecting Participants
Protecting participants during and after the study is extremely important and the
researcher will work diligently to ensure confidentiality is maintained. Prior to collecting
data, the researcher will follow the protocol for conducting research as outlined by the
Brandman University Institutional Review Board (BUIRB). The BUIRB is responsible
for reviewing and approving this study to ensure participants safety. In addition, the
researcher will ensure each participant has signed the consent form (see Appendix D).
The consent form outlines the nature of the study, the minimal risks involved and the
possible benefits that will be gained from participation. In addition, the consent form
reassures participants that their participation is voluntary and they can refuse to
participate or withdraw from the study at any time without negative consequences.
Lastly, the consent form provides a safeguard to protect information that identifies
participants. It is critical that the researcher maintain the anonymity of participants
throughout the process as there is a potential risk even when analyzing the results
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). To protect participants, pseudonyms will be
established to maintain confidentiality and prevent any negative consequences.
According to McMillan & Schumacher (2010), “this means that access to participants’
characteristics, responses, behavior, and other information is restricted to the researcher”
(p. 121). This ensures that participants will be protected by providing anonymity,
confidentiality, and storing the data collected securely. Jacoby (2015) contends that
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“forms that participants complete and sign to acknowledge their consent to participate in
the assessment or to provide their contact information so they can receive the results of
the study should be carefully separated from the data collection” (p. 181).
Data Analysis
“While interviews are going on, researchers may be analyzing the interview
collected earlier, writing memos that may ultimately be included as a narrative in the
final report” (Creswell, 2014, p. 195). Patton (2015) contends that there are six steps to
analyzing the data. These steps include: 1) organizing the data for analysis (transcribe
interviews, scan materials, typing field notes, and sorting data); 2) reading the data; 3)
starting coding; 4) generating a description of the people as well as categories for
analysis; 5) developing how these themes will be represented in the qualitative review;
and, finally, 6) interpreting the research. Maxwell (2013) argues that when designing the
research study, the researcher needs to make “decisions about how the analysis will be
done” (p. 104). Creswell (2014) contends that the intent of data analysis “is to make
sense out of text” and “involves segmenting the data” (p. 195). In addition, when looking
at the data, researchers should “use a theoretical lens” to make connections and interpret
the data (Creswell, 2014). According to Patton (2015), “data interpretation and analysis
involve making sense out of what people have said, looking for patterns, putting together
what is said in one place with what is said in another place, and integrating what different
people have said” (p. 471).
Coding
Coding is the process for analyzing data (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010; Strauss
& Corbin, 1990) and rearranging the data “into categories that facilitate comparison
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between things in the same category and that aid in the development of theoretical
concepts” (Maxwell, 2013, p. 107). By using content analysis, the researcher is able to
“code, categorize, classify and label primary patterns in the data” (Patton, 2015, p. 553).
Creswell (2014) argues that coding “is the process of organizing the data by bracketing
chunks and writing a word representing a category” (pp. 197-198). In order to examine
and compare the data, the researcher will input the data into NVivo software as a way to
sort and analyze the data to find patterns and determine frequencies within the multiple
sources of data. According to Maxwell (2013), the main strength of NVivo is its
“categorizing analysis.” While the researcher will need to “go through each line of text
and assign codes,” the process is much “more efficient than hand coding” (Creswell,
2014, p. 195). These codes will be provided to make meaning of the data and will
include “activities, quotations, relationships, context, participant perspectives, events,
processes, and other actions or ideas” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 371).
Identification of themes. After completing the interview process, it will be the
responsibility of the researcher to conduct a content analysis to identify common themes.
Patton (2015) contends that this analysis “refers to any reduction and sense-making effort
that takes a volume of qualitative material and attempts to identify core consistencies and
meanings” (p. 541). According to Patton (2015), content analysis involves coding and
categorizing patterns within the data to determine what is significant. In developing
categories, the researcher will also identify the categories’ properties. Properties “are
important to recognize and systematically develop because they form the basis for
making relationships between categories and subcategories” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, pp.
69-70). McMillan and Schumacher (2010) contend that “the ultimate goal of qualitative
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research is to make general statements about relationships among categories by
discovering patterns in the data” (p. 378). Thus, the researcher will use triangulation in
identifying themes among the different sources as a way to cross-validate the sources.
Analyzing the Data
Analysis of the data will require the researcher to interpret the interviews, make
observations, and make connections between the artifacts. Maxwell (2013) contends that
“although interviewing is often an efficient and valid way of understanding someone’s
perspective, observation can enable you to draw inferences about this perspective that
you couldn’t obtain by relying exclusively on interview data” (p. 103). Qualitative data
describes and can take the reader “into the time and place of the observation so that we
know what it was like to have been there” (Patton, 2015, p. 54). While interviewing
participants, the researcher will need to write notes and make observations to “develop
tentative ideas about categories and relationships” (Maxwell, 2013, p. 105). The biggest
challenge for the researcher will be staying on top of the interviews and transcribing them
right after the interview. Maxwell (2013) argues that “letting your unanalyzed field notes
and transcripts pile up” hinders the analysis process and can be frustrating to the
researcher (p. 104).
Incorporating artifacts into the analysis. Jacoby (2015) argues that service
learning that is incorporated in syllabi holds several unique elements. Jacoby (2015)
further argues that analyzing syllabi “is straightforward and is necessary at institutions
where there are criteria for service-learning designation” (p. 171). For analyzing the
syllabi of the study’s participants, a matrix was devised for syllabus analysis. According
to McMillan & Schumacher (2010), when collecting and analyzing artifacts there are five
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strategies to use that will also be incorporated into this study. These strategies and how
the researcher will ensure they are followed are as follows:
1. Locating the artifacts – Syllabi will be retrieved from each participant
prior to the interview to ensure they are collected.
2. Identifying the artifacts – The researcher will record, scan, and load the
artifacts in NVivo to be analyzed.
3. Analysis of artifacts – Researcher will read and draw themes out of the
syllabi collected.
4. Criticism of artifacts – Researcher will compare the syllabi using the
matrix to see if the syllabi matches the elements that the literature deems
should be incorporated.
5. Interpretation of artifact meanings – Researcher will draw connections
between participants’ interviews and the themes found in the syllabi to
add meaning to the qualitative data.
Finding patterns. Patton (2015) argues that content analysis requires that the
researcher analyze the data and “identify core consistencies and meanings” (p. 541).
These core consistencies form patterns and themes in the data. McMillan & Schumacher
(2010) contend that by finding patterns in the data researchers can begin to “understand
the complex links among various aspects of people’s situations, mental processes, beliefs,
and actions” (p. 378). Thus, for purposes of this study, the researcher will be using
inductive analysis to uncover “patterns, themes and categories” in the data (Patton, 2015).
To begin the process, the researcher will define key motivations that have previously
been identified in the literature. These themes include: meaning of service, values and
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beliefs, innovation and teaching, career path, student learning outcomes, organizational
support, and rewards and recognition. As themes emerge in the data analysis, the
researcher will be able to deepen the meaning and create the next level of analysis to
develop new themes, ideas, and patterns based on the study’s’ participants. Once the new
patterns have emerged, the researcher will organize the data into “meaningful clusters,”
and then finally synthesize the data to create meaning for the group of participants’.
Coder Reliability
In order to reduce researcher bias, the researcher triangulated the data with the
support of two methods to achieve qualitative results. Patten (2012) argues that by using
methods triangulation the study will use one “type of participant” and several methods
for collecting the data. Triangulation was used in the study to collect and analyze the
data as a way to increase credibility and provide reliability in the findings. McMillan &
Schumacher (2010) contend that by using triangulation, researchers will be able to use
“cross-validation among data sources” to investigate “whether the same pattern keeps
recurring (p. 379). In this qualitative approach, the researcher was able to build upon the
qualitative data produced in the interview as well as the qualitative data found in course
syllabi to provide validation in the findings. The process for triangulation increased the
credibility of the data by seeking to obtain similar data from different, independent
sources.
Inter-Coder reliability. To further reduce researcher bias and ensure accuracy in
the researcher’s coding abilities, the researcher selected one member of the expert panel
who will assist in reviewing the coding of the data. This will ensure the coding is
representative of the participants’ views as well as supports the study. The expert panel
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member worked with the researcher on the first draft of coding to ensure the data is coded
properly. The panel member selected was experienced in service learning and was used
as a tool of knowledge in analyzing the data.
Validity
“The idea of objective truth isn’t essential to a theory of validity that does what
most researchers want it to do, which is to give them some grounds for distinguishing
accounts that are credible from those that are not” (Maxwell, 2013, p. 122). Patten
(2012) argues that an important step researchers should follow is ensuring that designed
measures do what they are intended to do to ensure validity. In fact, Maxwell (2013)
contends that the researcher does not have to obtain the “ultimate truth” for a study to be
useful and valid. Researchers (Creswell, 2014; McMillan & Schumacher, 2010) argue
that validity requires that the researcher checks not only the accuracy but also the reality
of participants by “employing certain procedures.” To ensure validity of the qualitative
design, McMillan & Schumacher (2010) argue that a good strategy to use is “prolonged
and persistent fieldwork” to allow the researcher to observe and interview participants in
their natural settings to “reflect lived experience” (p. 331).
To ensure the validity of the study, the researcher will remain objective to ensure
her integrity as well as the integrity of the study. McMillan & Schumacher (2010) argue
that a good strategy for the researcher to apply is reflexivity to allow for self-scrutiny.
This strategy enables the researcher to remain objective and neutral as well as establish
credibility. In addition, the researcher will need to be cognizant of any bias or judgment
that may be present. To ensure the validity of the content, the researcher designed the
interview questions in order to “elicit common, shared meanings” from each of the
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participants in the study (Patten, 2012). The researcher selected four institutions to
ensure that the study had diverse sources. According to Patten (2012), employing a
qualitative study using participants “from diverse sources” can be a stronger
methodology as it creates a broader interest that cannot be achieved using a single source
(in this case a single college campus).
Content Validity
The expert panel was comprised of highly qualified experts in academia to solicit
feedback and provide an evaluation of the study. Patten (2012) argues that using outside
experts “helps to ensure the quality of the research” (p. 157). Thus, these experts were
used to discuss courses of action and make recommendations. To ensure the validity of
the content, the expert panel was used to validate the interview questions for this study to
confirm that they would meet the purpose of the study. Using the experts to validate the
content allowed for the critical evaluation of the instruments used to further revise the
tools to meet the study’s needs. The result of utilizing the experts led to instruments with
greater relevance to the sample of the study.
Reliability
The quality and reliability of the data is dependent “to a great extent on the
methodological training, skills, sensitivity, and integrity of the researcher” (Patton, 2015,
p. 15). Thus, the researcher will need to learn “to use, study, and understand documents
and files” (Patton, 2015, p. 378) and ensure consistency in the results of the study (Patten,
2012). In fact, Patton (2015) argues that being able to produce “meaningful and useful
qualitative findings through observation, interviewing, and content analysis requires
discipline, knowledge, training, practice, creativity and hard work” (p. 15). Patton
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(2015) further argued that the researcher can prove reliability by ensuring that the
research process followed was “logical, traceable, and documented” (p. 685). Thus, the
researcher put in place a field log of all the data collected (transcriptions, syllabi, field
notes) in chronological order by site and participant.
Credibility and Trustworthiness
In addition, the researcher will ensure the quality of the data by “checking the
accuracy of each transcription” (Patten, 2012) and ensuring credibility (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). McMillan & Schumacher (2010) argue that creditability is improved
when the “research design provides an opportunity to show relationships and takes into
account potential sources of error that may undermine the quality of the research and may
distort the findings and conclusions” (p. 102). Patton (2015) contends that “the
credibility of your findings and interpretations depends on your careful attention to
establishing trustworthiness” (p. 685). Patton (2015) further argues that obtaining
trustworthy data is dependent on the time the researcher spends at the “research site,
interviewing, and building relationships” with participants (p. 685). Thus, in order to
decide whether data is trustworthy requires that the researcher become aware of their own
“assumptions, predispositions, and influence on the social situation” (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010, p. 379).
Internal reliability. This study uses multiple types of data to ensure internal
reliability by using reflexivity and triangulating the data sources. Patton (2015) contends
that the researcher produces “more trustworthy interpretations” when they remain
reflexive and subjective. Being aware of personal biases also ensures reliable data and
credibility. McMillan & Schumacher (2010) argue that “potential research bias can be
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minimized” if the researcher utilizes “multiple data collection strategies” to validate the
data (p. 333). Thus, triangulated data can “contribute to credibility” and reliable data by
using multiple sources (Patton, 2015) as a tool for cross-validation (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). Patton (2015) argues that triangulation allows the researcher to
“capture multiple perspectives rather than seek a singular truth” (p. 684).
External reliability. According to Maxwell (1996), the significance of a
qualitative study depends on “its lack of external generalizability, in the sense of being
representative of the larger population” (p. 97). As this research studied a phenomenon,
generalizability will not be an expected attribute. To ensure that causation is not a factor,
the researcher used purposive sampling to select individuals that were good sources of
information and not representative of thte wider population.
Ethical Considerations
Researchers (Patten, 2015; McMillan & Schumacher, 2010) argue that when
conducting research an important consideration is to protect the study’s participants. In
looking at protecting participants, two themes need to be considered to ensure their
privacy and maintain confidentiality. Patten (2012) argues that “participants have the
right to have data collected about them kept confidential” (p. 25). Therefore, the
researcher has an obligation to ensure that the participant’s data is stored appropriately
and in a secure location. In addition, Patten (2012) contends that researchers have “an
obligation not to disclose the information to others unless the identities of the participants
are disguised or hidden” (p. 25). Thus, the participants will be assigned pseudonyms to
provide anonymity throughout the study and the colleges where they are employed will
not be linked to the participant in any way. The participants’ names and corresponding
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pseudonyms will be kept confidentially and stored in the file secured by the researcher.
This file will be kept separate from the data collected and destroyed once the study is
completed. McMillan & Schumacher (2010) argue that the researcher has a
responsibility to “protect the individuals’ confidences from other persons in the setting
and to protect informants from the general reading public” (p. 339).
McMillan & Schumacher (2010) contend that it is the responsibility of the
researcher to “make the best judgment possible” to ensure the safety and privacy of the
participants. From an ethical standpoint, the researcher will provide full disclosure to the
participants so that they have a clear understanding of the purpose of the research and the
role within the study. As this study requires gaining access to the lived experiences of
the participants, it is not necessary to deceive the participants. In some cases, deception
can be used when: “1) the significance of the potential results is greater than the
detrimental effects of lying, 2) deception is the only valid way to carry out the study, and
3) appropriate debriefing is used” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 118). In the case
of this study, deception would not be of benefit. Participants in this study were informed
about the purpose and upon agreeing to participate were asked to sign an informed
consent form. These forms were also kept in a file secured by the researcher.
Limitations
In all research designs, there are limitations. Maxwell (2013) contends that
researchers “need to be aware of the purposes and assumptions that you bring to the
relationship, which you may not initially be aware of” (p. 93). Maxwell (2013) further
argues that an important consideration when conducting research is remaining objective.
“What you bring to the research from your own background and identity has been treated
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as bias, something whose influence needs to be eliminated from the design, rather than a
valuable component of it” (Maxwell, 2013, p. 44). This potential bias is a limitation as
the researcher will need to continue to be reflective during the process to become and
stay aware of possible perceptions that may undermine the findings from this study. In
fact, Creswell (2014) argues that researchers need to be aware of how their presence may
alter participant responses; thus, creating further bias.
Another limitation of this study can be found in the interviews and artifacts.
Typically, interviews are very personal and that could pose a problem in that “not all
people may be equally articulate and perceptive” (Creswell, 2014, p. 191). In fact,
Creswell (2014) contends that interviews provide “indirect information filtered through
the views of interviewees” (Creswell, 2014; p. 191). Artifacts also have the same
limitation as interviews in that “not all people are equally articulate and perceptive”
(Creswell, 2014, pp. 191-192). Another limitation with artifacts is that the syllabi “may
be protected information” not available to the public” or could be hard to locate for the
researcher (Creswell, 2014). Lastly, the use of artifacts can be challenging as they may
require transcribing, “may be incomplete,” or inaccurate (Creswell, 2014, pp. 191-192).
Lastly, due to the design of the study, three important limitations were time,
sample size and location. As this was a qualitative design, interviewing participants’ can
be a lengthy process and thus created a limitation in the sample size. Location was also a
limitation as the focus was limited to Southern California. This was selected to ensure
the researcher could have easier access to participants as well as select a population that
had not been looked at before. While the population is limiting, it is the hope that the
findings will support previous literature.
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Inconsistencies with Service Learning Definition
A major limitation found in the literature as well as the institutions involved in the
study is the numerous definitions for characterizing service learning. Therefore, for
purposes of this study, it is important to clearly define service learning as it will be used
in this study. Hence, as service learning can be defined in different terms at different
institutions, it is important to clarify, as service learning may not always hold academic
credit (Kruger & Pearl, 2016). If service learning is to hold academic weight as an
“accepted method of instruction,” then it must hold the same credit as a traditional
course. Therefore, for purposes of this study, we will follow Bringle and Hatcher (2009),
who defined service learning as:
“Service-learning is defined as a “course-based, credit bearing educational
experience in which students (a) participate in an organized service activity that
meets identified community needs, and (b) reflect on the service activity in such a
way as to gain further understanding of course content, a broader appreciation of
the discipline, and an enhanced sense of personal values and civic responsibility”
(p.38).
Currently, each of the institutions utilize the following definitions to characterize
how they practice service learning in the curriculum (see Table 6).
Table 6
Institutional Definitions of Service Learning
Institution
Chapman University

Definition
Community-Based Learning is a pedagogical method that
requires students to engage in organized service activities,
guided reflection, and critical analysis

Loyola Marymount
University

In service learning, students learn from active involvement
with community projects and organizations. They contribute
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skills and knowledge to community needs while integrating the
experiential knowledge they gain with their academic
studies. Service learning helps students transcend classroom
boundaries and traditional forms of learning, resulting in the
development of mutually rewarding civic ties and enhanced
social understanding
Pepperdine University

Service-Learning (SL) is an educational experience in which
students participate in an organized service activity that meets
identified community needs and reflect on the service activity
in such a way to gain further understanding of the course
content, a broader appreciation of the discipline, and an
enhanced sense of civic responsibility.

University of San Diego

Active community-based engagement provides the University
of San Diego community an opportunity to intentionally
engage in partnerships that link the learning in the classroom to
the wisdom of the community

Summary
Chapter III began with the basis for this qualitative study. As part of the
discussion within this chapter, a section emerged explaining why a phenomenological
approach was used as the basis for building this study. Included in that discussion was a
description of the method and how it supports the purpose of the research. The target
population is limited to faculty members experienced in service learning in Southern
California higher education institutions within the California Campus Compact. The
sample for the study and participant selection criteria was also presented in addition to
data collection and analysis procedures. Finally, ethical considerations and limitations
for this study were presented. The next two chapters illustrate the data collected,
procedures followed for analysis, interpretation and implication of findings, and, finally,
suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS
Chapter IV presents the major findings of the study. This chapter begins with a
review of the purpose statement and research questions, along with a summary of the
research design, population, sample, and participant demographics. This is followed by a
presentation of findings for the central research question and five sub-questions. The
chapter concludes with a summary of findings.
Overview
A phenomenological approach was selected to examine the lived experiences of
faculty that teach in private, higher education institutions within Southern California. By
conducting qualitative interviews, the study examined the problem pragmatically and
obtained a rich data to help understand faculty motivations and perceptions of service
learning. By examining the lived experiences of higher education faculty, it is the hope
to make sense of the transitional process including motivations to adopt the pedagogy,
professional preparation, and implementation strategies for success. Through the
application of a phenomenological approach, the researcher focused on individual
experiences to determine whether correlations exist among participants. The study also
sought to identify potential avenues of support for future faculty interested in adopting
service learning.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to explore factors that motivate
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum in private, higher education
institutions in Southern California.
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Research Questions
This study was guided by one central research question and five sub-questions
designed to explore factors that motivate faculty to integrate service learning into their
curriculum in four private, higher education institutions in Southern California.
Central Question
What are the lived experiences of higher education faculty that have motivated
them to integrate service learning in their curriculum?
Sub-questions
1. Definition - How do faculty perceive the meaning and use of service learning?
2. Motivation - What personal values, beliefs, and experiences have motivated
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum? Was there a path within
their career that led them to this (e.g. education, prior experience)?
3. Institution - What institutional support factors motivate faculty to integrate service
learning in their curriculum?
4. Recognition - What types of rewards and recognition motivate faculty to integrate
service learning in their curriculum?
5. Outcomes - What student learning outcomes motivate faculty to integrate service
learning in their curriculum? What are some of their significant success stories of
their students who’ve participated in their courses?
Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures
The research questions for this study aimed to provide an understanding for the
experiences of faculty that incorporate service learning into their teaching. A qualitative
approach emerged as the most suited for this research as the study sought to examine the
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lived experiences of higher education faculty. Phenomenology was selected to gain a
deeper understanding of these experiences on both an individual level and possibly as a
shared experience. In order to align the research design with the proposed research
questions, a phenomenological approach was used to study the problem pragmatically
and obtain a rich data for the experiences of individuals to help understand faculty
motivations and perceptions.
Semi-structured interviews were used to produce descriptive narratives that would
attempt to explain participants’ motivations on service learning in the curriculum as well
as provide a qualitative understanding to their individual experiences. The
instrumentation utilized for this study consisted of predetermined, open-ended questions
to ensure consistency with all participants. The questions were developed to stimulate
conversations regarding their lived experiences. To support participant perspectives,
course syllabi was analyzed to gain insight into faculty pedagogical strategies as well as
student learning outcomes that motivate faculty.
Population
The population for this study consisted of faculty members that teach service
learning in California higher education universities that are members of the California
Campus Compact. California Campus Compact is part of the national Campus Compact
network and is one of 35 state Compact offices nationwide. It has 46 member institutions
with approximately 25,506 full-time faculty within those universities. For this study, the
target population was limited to faculty members experienced in service learning in
Southern California higher education institutions within the California Campus Compact.
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The four institutions that were used for this study are Loyola Marymount University,
Chapman University, Pepperdine University, and the University of San Diego.
Sample
The sample for this study focused on undergraduate faculty teaching service
learning in one of the four institutions in the target population. For this study, the
sample size will be derived using purposive sampling. According to Patten (2012), this
method is used to select individuals that are believed to be “good sources of information”
(p. 51). In establishing the sample size, the researcher selected eight faculty members
from each of the four institutions to be a part of the study. Originally, the sample size of
the study focused on obtaining twelve participants; however, due to conflicting schedules
and reluctant faculty, the researcher aimed for eight faculty. This sample focused on
ensuring an equal balance of male and female faculty from various ranks and across
disciplines. Therefore, in order to test the phenomenon of what motivates faculty to
implement service learning in their curriculum, this study invited faculty members to
participate in the study, who have 1) both taught and incorporated service learning; and
2) have a clear understanding of the meaning behind service learning. These faculty
members were identified from their respective institutional websites as those that use
service learning in their curriculum.
Demographic Data
To present an informative picture of the study, demographic data was collected.
The purpose of the research was to identify factors that motivate faculty to incorporate
service learning in their courses. Demographic information such as faculty rank,
longevity of teaching, gender, and academic discipline were collected for this study. The
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study sample included eight faculty members across four institutions. Five of the
participants were female and three were male. The average number of years of teaching
was 23.9, with a range of 9 years to 41 years in higher education. Three of the
participants have used service learning in their curriculum from the start of their career in
higher education. Amongst the participants, the average number of years of using service
learning in their curriculum was 11.1, with a range of 2 years to 32 years. Participants
varied by rank with five ranked as full professors, two ranked as associate professors, and
one ranked as an assistant professor. The participants varied the most in the disciplines
they represented. Table 7 shows the various disciplines represented amongst the eight
participants.
Table 7
Study Participants by Discipline
Discipline
Business/Management
Ethnic Studies
Leadership
Psychology
Sociology/Social Science
N=8

n
1
1
1
1
4

%
12.5
12.5
12.5
12.5
50

Presentation and Analysis of Data
Data collection began in November 2016 and was completed in February 2017. It
consisted of eight separate interviews with eight faculty members across various
disciplines and institutions. The interviews were conducted both in person and over the
phone to meet the participants’ needs and allow for both a setting and time that would
create an atmosphere to develop a rapport and an easy conversation. A semi-structured
interview protocol was used to produce descriptive narratives that would attempt to
explain participants’ motivations on service learning in the curriculum as well as provide
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a qualitative understanding to their individual experiences. With the permission of the
participants, each interview was recorded and transcribed. The transcripts were reviewed
for accuracy with additional details added from the field notes taken during the
interviews.
During the first review of the data, an initial set of codes was generated based on
the literature as well as a preliminary read of the data. By using content and inductive
analysis, the researcher identified common themes within the data to create meaning
(Patton, 2015). To begin the process, the researcher identified key motivations from the
literature. These themes include meaning of service, values and beliefs, innovation and
teaching, career path, student learning outcomes, organizational support, and rewards and
recognition. Once new themes emerged and the data was coded, the researcher reviewed
the codes and common themes, and patterns were noted to develop new themes and ideas
based on the study’s participants. These common themes were then translated into the
major findings of the study, which are presented by the research questions in the
following sections.
Intercoder Reliability
As noted in Chapter III, to further reduce researcher bias and ensure accuracy in
the researcher’s coding abilities, the researcher selected one member of the expert panel
to assist in a preliminary review of the data coding. This was done to ensure the coding
was representative of the participants’ views as well as could support the findings of the
study. The researcher put together an initial draft of codes based on a preliminary data
analysis. The expert panel member reviewed the first draft of coding and provided
feedback to ensure the data was coded properly. The panel member selected was
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experienced in service learning and was used as a tool of knowledge in analyzing the
data.
Results for Central Question
The central research question guiding this study was: What are the lived
experiences of higher education faculty that have motivated them to integrate service
learning in their curriculum? All of the research questions posed to the participants
targeted this central research question by looking at the multiple facets that impact the
way faculty teach. Two of the research questions focused on the intrinsic reasons for
using service learning in their curriculum, one aimed at understanding their personal
meaning behind service learning and another based on their personal values, beliefs and
experiences. Another of the research questions was developed to find both intrinsic and
extrinsic meaning by evaluating student learning outcomes as well as the benefits to their
students. Lastly, two research questions focused on the extrinsic reasons for using
service learning; one aimed at institutional support, and one narrowed in on rewards and
recognition.
Major Themes: Definition
Personal meaning. The first sub-question of the study had two parts. The first
focused on: How do faculty perceive the meaning and use of service learning? Eight
interviews were conducted and each participant was asked to personally define service
learning. The respondents perceived the meaning behind service learning in very similar
ways by focusing on the benefits gained from utilizing the pedagogy. In evaluating their
perceptions, seven themes emerged, with several of the respondents citing multiple
reasons that service learning can be used. The most common reason was for developing
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deeper connections to the community, followed closely by connecting to course content,
providing “meaningful” reflection, meeting social issues, creating “meaningful”
experiences, and empowering and engaging students. Connecting to the community was
the primary reason cited for using service learning, as noted by six of the eight
participants. In addition, several respondents cited that service learning is used to build
deeper connections to the community to understand how they can best meet social needs.
Table 8 provides a summary of major themes, along with example quotations.
Table 8
Defining Service Learning
Research Question #1: How do faculty perceive the meaning and use of service learning
Faculty believe service learning can be used to ____________________.
Major Themes
Make deeper
connections to
the community

•
•
•

Apply the real
world to course
content

•

•
•
•

Meet social
issues

•
•
•

Example Quotations
Service that is identified by the community
to meet…a community with an identified
need so the voice of the community
Where students get involved with
organizations or social movements in the
local community
An opportunity to engage in service to a
community in however defined
Course learning like learning something
fundamental that lasts, not just something
you know for an exam and forget so its
deeper
Connect with theoretical knowledge with
applied practical experiences
Having that activity be connected to topics
and discussion in the classroom so it always
links back to the objectives of the course.
Connect real-world social issues and engage
practically in order to deepen their
understanding of the course
Meet social issues in the world
Where students get involved with
organizations or social movements in the
local community
Work or seek to find solutions to these
problems ultimately in the future
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Sources
6

5

4

Create
“meaningful”
experiences for
students

•
•
•

Provide
“meaningful”
reflection for
students

•
•
•

Empower and
engage students

•
•
•

Where students are able to engage in
meaningful service to fulfill those learning
objectives
Practice of incorporating meaningful service
that is connected to your curriculum
The act of intentionally participating in a
learning activity through service
Reflect on those experiences
Includes meaningful reflection
All those opportunities that then serve as an
opportunity for students to reflect on their
values, how they might grow and maybe
work or seek to find solutions to these
problems ultimately in the future.
Empower students
Engaging with students to whatever the
substance is or theoretical knowledge
Engage practically

5

3

3

It is this desire to help students connect to real-world issues that brings the second
largest cited theme for creating meaning behind service learning by creating connections
to the course content to provide a context. Five of the eight respondents noted this theme.
Several respondents indicated that linking course content provided the ability to fulfill
course objectives and create deeper learning. For example, one participant shared:
I think service learning to me is service that is identified by the community to
meet… a community with an identified need, so the voice of the community is
very important, but also to fulfill the learning objectives of the course. Where the
students are able to engage in meaningful service to fulfill those learning
objectives and at the same time reflect on those experiences and deeper
connections with the community and understanding of how they can apply their
knowledge to meet social issues in the world.
The last three themes reported by participants were creating “meaningful”
experiences, providing “meaningful” reflection, and empowering and engaging students.
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These three themes focused on the importance of intentionality and providing students
with an opportunity for personal development. The respondents believed that by giving
students the opportunity to apply what they have learned they are able to create deeper
learning and understanding. One respondent stated that service learning not only
connects with “theoretical knowledge,” but also creates practical experiences; whereby,
allowing students “to deepen their understanding of the course material.” The sentiment
that deepening the learning also provided avenues for empowering students to reflect not
only on themselves, but also on the experience. As noted by one respondent, these
service learning opportunities allow students to reflect on their own personal values to
determine how they might grow out or change due to the experiences and people they
have encountered. In fact, one participant noted that a key reason for building service
learning is that it creates “a greater sense of being in the moment and being more
conscious of the reflection about what they’re doing, and why they’re doing what they’re
doing, and what they could do about society.”
Career path. The second part of the first sub-question of the study focused on:
Was there a path within their career that led them to this (e.g. education, prior
experience)? This second part focused on whether there was a career path that led them
to become interested in service learning. The respondents were asked two questions to
explore the broader reasons behind why they use service learning as well as what
prompted them to get involved. The respondents varied greatly in how they developed
interest in utilizing service learning. In looking at where this idea of service came from,
participants indicated that it stemmed from either their family background, personal
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experiences as a student, past positions, or simply as a natural progression as part of their
passion for their field.
Developing interest. Two participants indicated that service was a part of their
upbringing or the era in which they were born. Both indicated that they learned to serve
others from their families. In fact, one participant said that her "mother has always been
involved in her community and you model what you see." Another participant was taught
the importance of giving back and as he coined it "Amar al Projimo," which he stated
roughly translated to "love thy neighbor." For some, service in the form of service
learning was taught to them in the classroom. In fact, one participant stated that she "was
a child of the sixties so we were always doing some kind of service learning in our
classes and then in those days it was then just expected." This participant felt that due to
the exposure to service learning she just continued as it carried her throughout her "whole
higher education experience."
Two other participants got the idea to use service learning as a pedagogical tool
while in college. One participant stated:
I started thinking and studying in grad school and then actually when I went to go
get my doctorate I was working my way through school and started trying out
little projects with my students to see and right away it was tremendous. The
difference that I saw in these students because when you took them out of
classrooms I do not know it is as if the energy completely changed, the motivation
changed, the desire, the interest, the curiosity.
It was because of the benefit she saw for her students that she became passionate
about it and went on to write her doctoral dissertation around service learning.
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While exposure to service guided faculty to use service learning in the classroom,
two other themes arose: past employment experiences and having a passion for their
chosen field. Two respondents indicated that previous experience in higher education
helped guide their decision to apply service learning at their current institution.
However, three respondents tied their love for service learning to their passion for their
field. One respondent indicated that service learning was a natural progression in
studying social problems. In fact, she stated, “teaching sociology in particular is kind of
easy because we are going into social problems and what are some of the solutions… but
can we make a little difference here and there in the lives of somebody else?” It was this
passion of taking a hands on approach to looking at the community that pushed her to
change the way her courses were taught and come “back to her sociological roots.”
Another participant indicated that he chose to go on this path for pedagogical and
philosophical reasons. In fact, he stated, “by adding a service component I am thinking
outside my usual box.” Another participant described his work as coming from the
community. In fact, he stated, “to do our work in our discipline, we are required to go
back into the community…. That is our vision. That is the work that we do.” For many
participants, service is tied to the values they see in their fields as it directly relates to
who they are or what they have become.
Major Themes: Motivation
Personal values. The first part of the second sub-question of the study was: What
personal values, beliefs, and experiences have motivated faculty to integrate service
learning in their curriculum? The respondents were each asked whether they perceived
service to be connected to their values and beliefs. The respondents varied greatly in how
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they tied their passion for service learning to their personal values and beliefs. For some,
they drew upon their faith as a correlation to why they believed so strongly in this idea of
serving others while others were drawn to fostering a sense of service through building a
sense of community as well as fostering a sense of citizenship. Many participants
developed an interest in service learning because of their passion for community
engagement. As such, several common themes emerged that were shared among three or
more participants: integrating faith, making a difference, and caring and building
relationships. Table 9 provides a summary of major themes, along with example
quotations.
Table 9
Personal Values tied to Service
Research Question 2a: What personal values, beliefs, and experiences have motivated

faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum?
Faculty integrate service learning into their curriculum because they value _______________.
Major Themes
Integrating their
faith

Being able to
make a
difference

Example Quotations
• As a Catholic I think that we are here to serve
others, I take that very, very seriously so it is nice
to be able to integrate that into my profession and
I think having that internal external mix whatever
you do is something that I prize very much.
• Yes, I think it is human. It is part of being a
member of a community. It is connected to the
fact that I work at a catholic and Jesuit University
and that…you know I think it’s part of being a
good human being.
• We are a faith-based institution. It is a private,
Roman Catholic school. As a Roman Catholic
school, values are put out there at the forefront
and determine the work that you do.
• Certain values about social equality, accents,
diversity, inclusion there is no compromise for
me.
• A deeper connection that I have a responsibility
to do something in my community, to address
different social issues.
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Sources
3

3

Caring for others
and building
relationships

•

•

•

I am very passionate about community
engagement efforts and service learning and
greater understanding of how people are
suffering and that a lot of us do have the ability
to help with that
I care deeply about not just my field, not just the
people I teach, but the people I teach for mainly
my students and community, my nation, country,
etc.
The second key is that service works more
broadly to create this connections more human
and social relationships that can mitigate difficult
dialogues

3

The first most cited theme for respondents was being able to integrate their faith.
For some participants, it was their own faith or the faith of the institution that drove them
towards service learning and determined the type of work they were called to do. In fact,
one participant touched on her faith that drove her to find a way to mix both her personal
and professional values. However, two other respondents noted that the faith and values
of their institution connected them to this type of work. In fact, one respondent stated,
“as a Roman Catholic school, values are put out there at the forefront and determine the
work that you do.” This connection to faith was what pushed some to focus on the work
needed in their local communities.
For other participants, it was the thought of making a difference and encouraging
others to serve. In this category, three respondents mentioned their values of inclusion,
love and equality. One respondent in particular focused on what he called the guiding
principles of Albert Schweitzer, the guide for Chapman, as what drove his passion for
service. In fact, the respondent stated:
I connect it to Schweitzer being our guide at Chapman, everybody says, ‘I do not
know what your destiny will be, but one thing I do know: the only ones among
you that will be truly happy are those who have sought and found how to serve.’
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So, if it is with Schweitzer, number one, it fits with living in a democratic society
because we value in a democratic society being citizens; which means being
engaged, to being involved and having a say, having a voice, having freedom and
liberty.
Another common theme reported was caring for others and building relationships.
Respondents stressed that it was not just caring for others, but also for a community by
fostering a sense of understanding of others. One respondent felt that caring for others
served the community through intentionality. In fact, this respondent stated that this
work is better because you are “thinking about your intention, thinking about your
consequences, and thinking how is this going to serve my community?” It was the
importance of fostering an intentional sense of caring that nurtured the idea of building
relationships and making connections. In fact, one respondent stated she finds value in
service learning when her students “truly understand what it means to be a community. It
is not about being in partnership with others, but developing mutual respect and trust.”
For these participants, promoting a sense of community was established through
reciprocity and in the spirit of working together “on mutually defined issues in a
meaningful way.”
Academic values. As a part of participants’ personal values, a theme of
supporting ones’ academic values emerged. The participants in this study varied in how
their experiences fostered their start into service learning, but there were several
similarities in how they were able to derive personal meaning and make a connection
between their personal and professional lives. For some participants, creating curriculum
that supported their academic values was important. For others, creating these

138

experiences meant more to them as a way to integrate and help students learn because
they felt it was a rewarding experience and gave them a sense of purpose. As such,
several common themes emerged that were shared among five or more participants:
integrating learning, creating a rewarding experience, and helping students. Table 10
provides a summary of major themes, along with example quotations.
Table 10
Academic Values
Research Question 2a: What personal values, beliefs, and experiences have motivated

faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum?
Faculty integrate service learning into their curriculum because they are able to ___________.
Major Themes
Integrate the
learning

Create a
rewarding
experience

Help students

Example Quotations
• Knowing that this is the best way to learn the
skills that we are trying to get across.
• As a Catholic, I think we are here to serve
others. I take that very, very seriously so it is
nice to be able to integrate that into my
profession.
• Practicality, so again knowing this is the best
way to learn the skills that we are trying to get
across
• I have a number of students in that class who
become activists and community organizers and
it is just really just the stories you hear of your
students reporting back to you.
• The work itself is just so rewarding, it just
makes me come alive.
• I see students take on a life of service that this
is no longer an assignment or a class. They are
now on their own free will. This ‘how I am
going to live my life’ and for me that is very
meaningful.
• The benefit that they can use this in job
interviews and the quality of their work is much
better.
• I love seeing the self-confidence come and a
sense of ownership for the community they
choose to be a part of once they leave here
because I think that is a strong thread that we
always have with service learning. If I have not
helped, you go out and be a little more justice
minded than I think we have not done our job.
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5

5

2

These academic values have attributed to how they intentionally integrate their
curriculum to create meaningful experiences. In fact, one participant indicated that the
course he developed was taught for four years prior without a service learning
component. It was not until he realized that he was not addressing one of the components
of his institution’s mission (development of the whole person) that he decided to redesign
the course. By adding a service learning component, this participant shared how he was
able to fulfill the institutional goals:
It is not just about teaching our students theories and facts that they will soon
forget, but it has to be about something more that helps develop a clearer sense of
who they are and it addresses their values. So, the service learning component,
then, I think adds and can maybe enhance what higher education is about.
For at least two participants, adding a service learning component helped to
support their academic values.
While supporting ones’ academic values is important, three other themes emerged
focused on aligning service learning with their personal beliefs and values. The first
focused on finding a way to integrate the learning process, and for many participants it
was the practicality and application of the material that drew them to build these types of
courses. In fact, one participant noted that service learning is “a great pedagogical tool”
as it “helps me meet my learning objectives far better than having to just write a research
paper.” The second most noted reason for building these types of courses was that it
created a rewarding experience for both the faculty member as well as the student. In
fact, one participant reflected on how she decided to incorporate service learning for her
students:
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When I decided virtually about 12 years ago that this was the direction I wanted
to take at the latter part of my academic career, it has been so rewarding for me…
When there were difficult times both at the university and in my department, it
was a life saver and to this day I spend half of my office hours at the Mulvaney
Center interacting with students who work at the center, and not only at the center
but with the change maker hub. It has constantly renewed my spirit, it is
rejuvenating to be over there, and so it has kept me, in a sense, alive all of these
years in the latter part of my academic career because I'm going to be retired soon
and it has just been fabulous; so I feel I am leaving on a high note rather than
limping out.
The participants felt deeply connected to service learning because they saw the
value in the learning for their students. In fact, one participant noted, “I see the impact in
the community. I see the value for my students and for myself in terms of keeping me
moving, to keep working in this direction.” It was this sense of impact on their students
that pushed them to continue to build these types of experiences and find validation for
this type of work. In fact, one participant remarked that seeing her students continue to
volunteer at their community organization was very rewarding. The participant further
noted, “They could be taking it for credit, they can be doing an independent study or
something like that, but it’s not fitting in their schedule and they are just like ‘no I just
come here.’” For this participant, that shows that her students see the value in continuing
to help the community.
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Major Themes: Institution
Institutional influences. The third sub-question of the study was: What
institutional support factors motivate faculty to integrate service learning in their
curriculum? The respondents were asked a series of questions related to the perception of
the levels of institutional support. The first question broadly explored the types of
support their current institution offered (i.e. funding, grants, student, staff support, center)
to help facilitate their service learning courses. The second question focused on whether
their current institution places a priority on faculty and student involvement in service as
well as whether they see the level of support given by their institution as a reflection of
these priorities. The last question explored faculty perception of where support is
attained. As such, two primary themes emerged: organizational support and professional
development opportunities.
Organizational support. One of the key contributing factors to building faculty
support for service learning is having organizational support. Research shows that
faculty become more willing to adopt service learning if they have support and staff to
take on administrative tasks (Beere et al., 2011; Colby, 2003; Bringle & Hatcher, 2000)
that can impede their efforts. In reviewing the four institutions, three of the four
universities have a physical center that handles service in action. The other institution is
in the early stages of building avenues of support and relies on the support of the Office
of Civic Engagement. For many participants, having the structural support to take the
pressure off some of the administrative tasks helped them to be able to focus on
facilitating their courses. For some participants, support is attained through a center or
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office that assists in these tasks and provides funding as well as opportunities for
professional development.
When asked about the types of support provided at their respective institutions,
the responses varied. For some participants, the institution provides a small university
grant or incentives for building courses with a service learning component. In fact, one
participant made note that at her institution faculty received a stipend for building these
types of courses after completing three important tasks: 1) for attending a workshop, 2)
for developing a syllabus that articulates a service learning component, and 3) for
assessment of the course. After completion of each of these tasks, the faculty member is
given $500 ($1500 total). Other participants mentioned that these grants were given to
support transporting students as well as for traveling to conferences to support and
present their work. It is clear that these types of support helped to incentivize faculty to
use service learning. Table 11 provides a summary of the types of support offered as
mentioned by the participants.
Table 11
Types of Support Offered
Discipline
University grant support
Support from a center
Professional development
Course Release Time
N=8

n
6
5
3
1

%
75
62.5
37.5
12.5

Professional development opportunities. While support and funding from the
institution are essential, professional development for faculty is needed to support their
efforts and provide them with new teaching skills. In fact, two participants in the study
have taken on an important role for their respective universities as a faculty liaison. In
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this role, they have helped build curriculum through the development of the syllabus and
assist their fellow colleagues in their scholarship efforts. In fact, one participant stated
that her role focuses on “thinking of ways in which they can build in community, service
learning, and not to jump into the deep end. Really, to start at the shallow end of the pool
and find your way through rather than diving in which is the complete enthusiasm of our
faculty.” For another participant, faculty development was beneficial to gain insight into
how others have made it work. In fact, the participant shared her experience: “We could
collectively share; listen to the stories about how service learning had been helpful across
campus. So, I think the justice of that, I think it was maybe an anticipated outcome of
that workshop, was that it really solidified for us that this is a practice that is universitywide.” It was because of this opportunity that she discovered the support of her
institution and her fellow colleagues.
Challenges in becoming an engaged scholar. The last question in the interview
protocol was focused on why faculty might feel hindered from using service learning as
well as how they perceive support by their institution could be improved. When looking
at the perceived challenges, the responses of the participants varied though several
similar themes emerged: time commitment, logistical difficulties, out of comfort zone,
tenure and promotion, being seen as non-academic, and lack of rewards (see Table 12).
The most cited challenge when implementing service learning is having their work seen
as part of their scholarly activity. The second most cited challenge is the time
investment. In fact, one participant stated, “it really does take more time to oversee
projects, to develop relationships with organizations, to verify the product of students
work.” For most participants, the energy and preparation for building the course could be

144

seen as a barrier. One participant mentioned time in a different context in looking at
student impact. For this participant, time was seen as a challenge as some community
partners work on “a different calendar than what a university operates.” Another
constraint on time is the semester schedule that limits the work the students can do and;
therefore, “any impact you are doing on the community is lost.”
Table 12
Perceived Challenges with Service Learning
Themes
Tenure & promotion
Time commitment
Logistics
Out of comfort zone
Non-Academic

n
8
5
3
3
2

%
100
62.5
37.5
37.5
25

The third most cited challenge was tied between logistical difficulties and
stepping out of ones’ comfort zone. When setting up service learning courses, some
participants noted having difficulties with logistics. Three out of the eight participants
reported a challenge in setting up things like transportation, background checks to screen
community partners, and conduct trainings. Another challenge for faculty is being
willing to step out of ones’ comfort zone. In fact, one participant stated, “I think there is
sometimes hurdles for individual faculty members because it’s kind of outside of their
comfort zone if they’re trained, academic specialists, experts. This is different. This is
more process oriented.” Another participant went deeper by focusing on the loss of
control that may hinder some faculty. In fact, one participant stated:
I think it is tough for some faculty who are used to going into a classroom and
give my lecture as a control situation. You cannot control service learning and I
think that is the beauty where the real learning comes; but it requires some
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flexibility, creativity, resourcefulness, confidence that learning even through
failure. Difficulties can happen and I think that is the number one barrier why
faculty do not do it.
Scholarly activity. The last two challenges cited focused on the difficulties when
looking at scholarly activity. For some faculty, the perception that service learning is
non-academic may hinder them from doing it. In fact, one participant stated, “they might
consider that it is not as academic or rigorous. They might want all the knowledge to
come from laboratories, textbooks, and formulas and not from life experiences. This
notion that service learning is non-academic also has an impact on scholarly activity,
namely tenure and promotion. Tenure and promotion was the challenge most noted
amongst all participants as something their university could improve on and for many
service learning efforts are not recognized. In fact, one participant stated, “I would say
service is expected but it’s not a value in teaching and research; and, in fact, you can be
penalized if you are excellent in service but incompetent in research or unproductive with
research.” For participants, it was important to find a way to link service to tenure and
promotion rather than placing so much pressure on faculty to produce research and
publish. Table 13 provides a summary of participant sentiments of the importance of
including service with tenure and promotion.
Table 13
Reasons to tie Service to Tenure & Promotion
Major Themes
Faculty that use service
learning in their
curriculum believe that
for universities to show
value in such efforts it

Example Quotations
• It’s not adequately compensated, but not just compensated,
but recognized for the purpose of tenure and promotion. I
think that does reflect both the institution’s values in
teaching more service or vs. increased research and also a
change in faculty activities.
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should be tied to tenure
and promotion.

•

•
•

I know that there has been some discussion, at least in our
department, maybe others, about having things like service
learning or service count towards tenure because right now
it doesn’t. It is publications, publications, publications, and
a little bit of teaching.
I want awards based upon community, service learning, as
part of the tenured process in a number of departments in
the college.
There are no rewards or incentives for this really. It is all
personal. The people doing it is because they have a
passion for it.

Many participants felt that, in order for their university to value service, it must be
a part of the tenure process. For some, they have felt that they need to fight to have their
work seen as valid research. In fact, one participant stated that she had to meet with a
committee “to talk to them and keep them up to date about service learning, communitybased research, to really build the case as to why it’s a great fit with our mission, but also
pedagogically as to why it is a valid tool in the classroom.” Many participants expressed
feeling that this type of work was not valid because of the institutional priorities that
placed more value on teaching and research.
Institutional priorities. In addition to providing incentives and professional
development, faculty feel supported to use service learning when it becomes either a
departmental or a university-wide priority. For some participants, they saw the value in
using service learning as it directly related to the university mission and strategic plan. In
fact, one participant felt supported by the institution because service was one of their five
pillars. The participant stated:
We are really tying it in Catholic social teaching, social justice, and Catholic
intellectual tradition is all about compassionate service, dignity of the human
person. It is about giving back to the community. It is one of our five pillars of
the mission of the university; so that’s how we can tie it very closely with the
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mission and overall strategic plan is going to devote its quiet attention to one of
the five pillars, compassionate service.
For other participants, having organizational support in the form of a service
learning office and logistical support showed enough institutional support to embed
service learning in their classes. In addition, the support of their department or college
set the tone of support by the institution. However, that feeling was not shared amongst
all the participants. In fact, one participant noted, “it depends on the school and it
depends on your discipline within the college if it is valued.” Another participant echoed
that same sentiment saying, “service learning is predominantly what I do research on and
yet I can’t promise the same for other faculty in other disciplines that may be true.” For
many participants, the idea of service learning was not a university-wide priority and
varied by department and/or college. One participant noted, “the goal really needs to be
university policy that service learning engagement is a recognized and valued component
across campus.”
Future suggestions. The last question posed to the participants allowed for them
to evaluate how their respective institution could improve the support given to service
learning. When looking at the types of support faculty want, there were several
underlining themes: increased collaboration amongst faculty across disciplines, inclusion
of service in the tenure process, and increased professional development opportunities.
Two participants felt that the institution could improve the support for service learning
through “collaboration among faculty and across institutional units.” In fact, one
participant stated:
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If we can think of creative ways that the university could do to encourage more
people to do it, I think they would, and if we can collaborate on things like
workshops focused on what other people are doing. I think it is helpful, like the
community engagement task force; usually I just find out what other people are
doing through that. It has been a great experience… People are doing some
interesting stuff. If we could have something specifically about service learning,
not the broader community engagement, I think that would be very helpful: where
we can learn from each other as faculty and support each other.
For many participants, being able to learn from each other and collaborate would
encourage more service learning efforts. In addition, almost half of the participants
found tying service learning to the tenure process a critical piece in setting the stage for
institutional support. In fact, one participant stated, “I think they should make it a
priority for tenure promotion guidelines in writing because I would love for them to do
something other than verbally saying that yes we support. It needs to be in writing.”
Another key part of feeling supported and encouraged to incorporate service learning is
making sure the institution can back it with financial and pedagogical support. Three
participants noted that, in order to improve service learning at their institution, there must
be more financial resources, course development grants and faculty workshops. In fact,
one participant stated:
I think by providing course development grants. Maybe emphasizing them more
or better, and maybe having those of us that teach these kinds of courses more
publicly display or talk about the challenges and successes. We have a Center for
Teaching and Excellence to hold workshops for faculty so that they can learn
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about and strategies about pedagogy and so forth. So maybe workshops that run
by the Center for Teaching and Excellence that specifically talk about service
learning.
By providing pedagogical support, participants felt that more faculty might be
encouraged to use service learning. This type of support could be in the form of faculty
workshops, but it could also take shape in having the support to help develop these types
of courses. However, for one participant, having a key leader that understands the value
of service learning is critical to setting an institutional priority. In fact, the participant
stated that having a leader that is “committed to general education because I think it’s
tied to that, I really do. Someone who understands the value of it.” Lastly, two
participants believed that institutional support is attained when faculty could see “the
positive affect of service learning on the communities that we serve.” In fact, one
participant noted, “the more of this that we do, the more positively Chapman would be
seen” and that “would set off some students doing service in the community.” For some
participants, the work in the community would be a boost for the local community and
increase the institutional visibility more positively.
Major Themes: Recognition
Rewards and recognition. The fourth sub-question of the study was: What types
of rewards and recognition motivate faculty to integrate service learning in their
curriculum? The respondents were asked a series of questions related to the types of
rewards and incentives their current institution provides. The first question broadly
explored the mechanisms in place for recognizing faculty efforts in service learning. The
second question focused on the types of rewards or incentives. The last two questions
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focused on whether service learning was perceived as a component of scholarly research.
Five of the eight participants noted that their respective institutions had some kind of
pedagogical award for acknowledging service learning. In fact, four of the participants
received the award and were recognized for their efforts. For some, this recognition was
acknowledged by their peers and for others their department. In fact, one participant
noted that these types of incentives are important because “it recognizes the importance
of the work that we do.”
While awards provide recognition, it is not always what drives faculty to use
service learning. For one participant, the value of her work is validated by the support
she is given by her department. In fact, the participant stated, “I am fortunate to be a part
of a department that recognizes it because obviously most of my publications in the last
ten years have been solely pedagogical movements.” For this participant, service
learning is an avid part of her work and that of the department that she belongs to. For
another participant, the validity of his work was found knowing the importance his
department brought to his institution.
Major Themes: Outcomes
Student learning outcomes. The fifth sub-question of the study was a twoparter: What student learning outcomes motivate faculty to integrate service learning in
their curriculum? What are some of their significant success stories of their students
who’ve participated in their courses? The respondents were asked a series of questions
related to what student rewards and outcomes motivated them to utilize service learning.
The first question explored why they chose to use it and how it has supported their
teaching. The second question focused on the overall challenges they have experienced.
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The third and fourth questions explored more broadly the experiences that gave them the
most validation as well as the benefits they see for their students. The last question
focused on student success stories that support why they use service learning. As such,
two primary themes emerged: innovation and teaching, and citizenship.
Innovation and teaching. The participants were asked several questions to
determine why they chose to use service learning as a pedagogical tool. One of the
themes that emerged was this idea of being innovative in their teaching as service
learning offered deeper learning. However, the most noted benefit to the student was the
notion of being able to discover who they are. Seven respondents made mention of the
fact that service learning offers their students the benefit of personal discovery and
connecting to their own personal values. In fact, one participant stated that these types of
courses are “validated by what the students become and what they go on to do in their
careers.” In addition, six respondents claim that service learning gives their students the
ability to apply the learning due to its “real-world application.” As such, several themes
emerged as the reasons faculty choose to use service learning to broaden the student
experience and their ability to teach. Table 14 provides a summary of major themes,
along with example quotations.
Table 14
Reasons to Use Service Learning
Research Question 5a: What student learning outcomes motivate faculty to integrate

service learning in their curriculum?
Faculty are motivated to integrate service learning when they believe it supports students’ ___.
Major Themes
Personal
Discovery

Example Quotations
• Students start to understand who they are so
they can be more civically engaged for the
numbers of my democracy.
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Sources
7

•

•
•

Ability to apply
the content

•
•

•

•
Growth and
increase in their
skillsets

•
•
•

Ability to reflect
on the experience

•

•

Facilitation of the
learning

•

•

Just knowing that they are getting something out
of it on a personal level; on a pedagogical level
they’re learning new things they never thought
about. They are thinking in a different way
Whole person development of my students that I
see pedagogically critical to what I am trying to
achieve as an educator.
The biggest reward is seeing people kind of
make a connection to who they are and to search
for ways that this could be seen not just as
something they do in their volunteer
commitment
Service learning is a great way to learn some of
the concepts and apply them to the real world.
They understand that learning a course in
multiple formats, that learning from a textbook
is just one medium; they learn to become better
writers as a result. Experiences and their
writing is more powerful because rather than
compiling citations from different sources, they
are compiling experiences they have and
relating them to the resources.
An opportunity to engage in service to the
community and having that activity be
connected to topics and discussions in the
classrooms
Understanding of how they can apply their
knowledge to meet social issues in the world.
Sense of empowerment they are making a
difference that you are filling this huge hole in
these kids’ lives and they appreciate it.
Helping students to solidify their skills and
refining research questions.
How to problem solve and to deal with
ambiguity and to listen and to communicate and
to inspire
Service is an opportunity for students to reflect
on their values and how they might grow and
maybe work to find solutions to those problems
ultimately in the future.
What I love about the reflection and the
opportunity you have to really just draw out
some really thoughtful questions for students to
wrestle with.
That transcends the role of the professor and
really embodies the idea that we care deeply
about the holistic development of our students
and we share in the co-learning of our students
It requires you to be far more on your toes and
that’s some of the difficulties in doing effective
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6

6

4

3

Ability to learn
beyond the
textbook

•
•

preparation for students and also quality
reflection
They invest in it and really, the learning takes
place at a different level rather than if they were
just completing a project out of a textbook.
That they start to understand the complexities,
organizations, and people, and how they can do
collaborations and creativity to help the direct
social issues and help those organizations that
ultimately impact other people.

3

Almost all of the study participants noted the importance of service learning in
providing students with a sense of personal discovery. In fact, one participant stated, “the
experience is very personal. It’s not just learning content and being fast through the
exam, which they get that with all the other courses, but it is more about personal
development.” Another participant echoed this sentiment saying, “It has been a privilege
of helping the students understand themselves and understand their relationship with
others.” For many participants, a clear benefit for using service learning is getting their
students to understand who they are and their place in society. Many participants noted
that service learning provides a personal experience that goes beyond classroom content.
One respondent stated that she would consider it a success if her students see “greater
clarity of who they really are and what they want to do.” For some, service learning
allowed students to develop a sense of self-efficacy as well as develop as a whole person.
In fact, one participant shared:
It’s important that when a student graduates with a degree they need to know who
they are and not what other people tell them who they are; and they will know that
by going and coming to know themselves better by problem solving, by
addressing issues that they have to struggle with – real life issues, not a life of
privilege where all the answers are given to you, but a life of struggle where you
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have to make decisions and in real life settings those things inevitably come up
because you are working with the community. Therefore, that is what you are
able to do and in the process, I am doing that for myself as an educator.
Another key theme for using service learning as a pedagogical tool is the
application and practicality it provides. For many participants, it was the real-world
application as the primary reason for using service learning. In fact, one participant
stated that service learning allows students to “connect theoretical knowledge with
applied practical experiences or they connect real-world social issues and engage
practically in order to deepen their understanding of the course material.” These types of
courses take the learning process deeper, so that they become more invested and
understanding of others. In fact, one participant noted that for her students “the only way
they’ll understand their own privilege is by understanding the lack of privilege that others
have.” For many participants, service learning gets students to think beyond what the
textbook tells them and offers them the opportunity to think outside the classroom. In
fact, one participant stated:
I wanted them to challenge their own biases. The best way to do that in the
absence of a diverse campus and classroom content was to take them out of the
classroom and put them in situations where they were perhaps uncomfortable or
more likely interfacing with people who are different from their economic
background, racial background, and different ages.
Another clear benefit in using service learning is the opportunity for students to
grow, build their skillsets, and personally reflect on their experiences. For many
participants, service learning allows students to think critically, develop empathy and
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understanding, and problem solve. In fact, one participant stated that the experiences that
are created for students allow “them an ability to think critically, use their social
imagination, understand that there is a distorted reality in Orange County with extreme
wealth and extreme poverty.” It was the development of understanding another’s reality
that allowed students to dig deep, “address conflict in the community,” and help them to
make the ties to their community through personal reflection exercises. For many
participants, an important part of the service learning experience is the opportunity for
students to reflect “on their own experiences relative to others.” Another piece of the
experience, then, lies in the role that faculty plays in the personal development of their
students. These types of courses are very personal and as such, faculty must meld into
the role of facilitator to allow students the opportunity to take a more active role in the
learning process. In fact, one participant stated, “it challenges then how you organize
your classroom. It’s much more than you become more than a facilitator, than you are a
lecturer.” It then becomes essential for the faculty member to take on a different role to
“share in the co-learning of our students.”
Citizenship. The value in helping the community presents the next overarching
theme amongst all participants, which is empowering students with a sense of citizenship
and community. In fact, one participant stated that building community awareness starts
with “getting students to think about things they have never thought about” and “to really
think sociologically.” For this participant, it was these types of experiences that broaden
their student’s awareness to see how communities live and think about ways to help.
This sense of community is built around developing awareness, creating a positive
difference, and having an impact on the world. The difference is loosely based on the
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idea of reciprocity and a sense of empowerment and equality to encourage students to see
themselves as active members of the community to which they belong. In fact, one
participant stated that the purpose of developing a service learning course was “to expand
your community to much broader sense of what is your commitment to make the world a
better place.”
For some participants, this need to expand students’ community awareness was
manifested from their own passion regarding their personal community engagement
efforts. Another respondent stated, “I am very passionate about community engagement
efforts and service learning, and a greater understanding of how people are suffering that
a lot of us do have the ability to help with that.” This importance of building a sense of
community emerged in six themes: making an impact, citizenship, providing service to
the community, making a difference in the world, and reciprocity. Table 15 provides a
summary of major themes, along with example quotations.
Table 15
Building a Sense of Community
Research Question 5a: What student learning outcomes motivate faculty to integrate

service learning in their curriculum?
Faculty are motivated to integrate service learning when they believe it fosters ___________.
Major Themes
A sense of
responsibility to
have an impact
on the
community

Example Quotations
• That makes this rewarding, what effect it has on
someone. It is planting a seed and you actually get
to see the seed sprout.
• It is of great value and of great comfort because it
is the kind of work that we need. That is why
people should be in higher education.
• Through service learning, I’m helping them to see
what we are preparing you for isn’t really about a
career it is about a life, it is about a philosophy, it is
about having an incentive role in the world, the big
world, but also your local community where you
are
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Sources
7

A sense of
citizenship

•

•

Service to the
community

•

•

An
understanding of
how to make a
difference in the
world

•

A sense of
reciprocity

•

•

•

I am very passionate about community
engagement efforts and service learning, and a
greater understanding of how people are suffering
that a lot of us do have the ability to help with that
We value in a democratic society being citizens;
which means being engaged to being involved
having a say; having a voice; having freedom and
liberty
Its better, just a qualitative difference thinking
about your intention, thinking about your
consequences, and thinking how is this going to
serve my community.
There have been so many projects that we have
done that has brought so much good to
communities, and have helped build communities,
and have helped them move forward in their
agendas.
Making a difference by what they are doing and
that is the most gratifying and for me it is an ongoing progress.
By the time they come out, most of them, not all of
them, of course, but most of them have an
understanding what are their contributions going to
be, what difference are they going to make.
Collectively involved with others that they truly
understand what it means to be a community is not
only being in a partnership with others, but also
having mutual respect and mutual trust.
So, in your best leadership moment, was it about
doing something for yourself first or is it by getting
or doing something for the people first? Again, the
idea is I explain when you're really leading your
best, of course, your benefitting because it feels so
good to make a difference but the other people are
benefiting too, right? You're not just using them.

4

3

2

2

One of the biggest take-aways from interviewing the participants was this notion
of building the character of their students by instilling a sense of community awareness
and understanding. One participant stated that an added benefit to using service learning
is that “it transforms students; it transforms communities” because you are able to “deal
with real life issues: the challenges that are going on in the community.” For one
participant, this connection to the community stirred a sense of responsibility within their
students “to address different social issues” so they can start to “see the way the rest of
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the world lives.” In fact, one participant recalled an experience with a student that had a
life-changing experience:
One day I had a student, she was doing her service learning at a senior center in
Linda Vista (Linda Vista is one of the most diverse communities in the county of
San Diego. It is a refugee hub with something like 32 languages spoken in Linda
Vista). So, she was doing her experience in the senior center: she served lunch to
the seniors and her assignment was to conduct statistical observation at the senior
center, develop a rapport with the key informants, and conduct an interview with
that person. She came to my office hours in tears and told me that her key
informant, an elderly woman named ___, had passed away just before her
scheduled interview, and she was beside herself in tears and in sorrow and grief
because she had become friends with this woman. She came to me not only
seeking empathy and sharing her feelings with me, but also worry about her
assignment and not knowing. So, I told her what I could do is we are going to
take your experience and I want you to process it in the classroom with our
classroom community and I asked her, ‘are you comfortable doing this instead of
the interview?’ So, in that moment, I realized that one of the unanticipated
outcomes of the service learning was the capacity for students to develop empathy
and to really relate with others and understand others at a deeply personal level to
the point where my student and I think the entire classroom community could feel
how this event had impacted her in a very real and personal way.
It was because of this experience that the participant realized that the service
learning experience really transcends the role of the professor to encourage the personal
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development of students. For other participants, service learning provided their students
with “life experience.” In fact, one participant stated, “through service learning I’m
helping them to see what we are preparing you for isn’t really about a career it is about a
life, it is about a philosophy, it is about having an incentive role in the world.” Another
participant stated that service learning is a way to teach students that helping others
improves how one leads because “it’s a better life for them and it’s a better life for the
people around them.” The participants felt that this idea of reciprocity or mutual benefit
not only changed their students but helped change communities as students began to see
their role within it. In fact, one participant stated that these experiences are “a real part of
our shared humanity and so for me it has the privilege of helping the student understand
themselves and understand their relationship with others.” Being able to create these
experiences for the participant was “a gift” in facilitating the learning process as a
reciprocal partner.
Best Practices in Syllabi
Jacoby (2015) argues that service learning that is incorporated in syllabi holds
several unique elements. To evaluate best practices in service learning course syllabi, the
researcher collected eight syllabi from the participants of this study. For analyzing the
syllabi of the study’s participants, a matrix was devised for syllabi analysis. These
syllabi were evaluated on several factors including: 1) course objectives, 2) learning
outcomes, 3) reflection activities, 4) hours of service, 5) the role of community partner, 6)
course evaluation practices, and 7) the feedback process. When looking at the basic
design of the syllabus, all eight syllabi did not reflect the terms “service learning” in the
title of the course and only half of the syllabi had a clear definition for what service
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learning is. However, all syllabi required service to be completed as a mandatory part of
the course.
The main differences in the syllabi lie in the actual design of the course as it
varied upon both discipline and course level. In looking at the course objectives and
clarifying the role service played in these courses, there were several defining themes
(see Table 16). The most noted theme was providing students with the ability to apply
the course content as well as make a connection with their local community. One
syllabus noted an important course goal: to broaden students’ learning about communities
through guided discussion and reflection. A course objective noted by three of the eight
syllabi was developing an understanding of theory and research through hands-on
projects.
Table 16
Themes of Service
Themes
Blending study with service
Making a connection with the local community
Application of course content
Leading a life of service
Break out of passive learning
Taste of social change

n
1
2
3
1
1
1

%
12.5
16.7
25
12.5
12.5
12.5

Another difference amongst the syllabi analyzed were the learning outcomes that
enhance student learning, in essence the “intention” behind the course. The Association
of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) outlined several learning outcomes
aligned with building student engagement and service learning educational experiences.
These outcomes include: 1) “knowledge of human cultures and the physical and natural
world; 2) intellectual and practical skills; 3) personal and social responsibility; and 4)
interactive and applied learning” (Brzycki & Brzycki, 2016, p. 73). When analyzing the
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syllabi, the two most noted learning outcomes were the ability to apply the course content
(87.5%) and develop intellectual skills (87.5%). In fact, many of the syllabi made note of
the importance of developing and using critical thinking skills to understanding and
applying course content as well as problem solving and teamwork. The third most noted
learning outcome focused on the capacity to learn and develop knowledge around another
human culture (62.5%). One syllabi noted that once the course was completed, students
should have the ability to value the importance and limitations of a scientific approach to
understanding human behavior. Two other syllabi focused on the importance of
providing students a context to understand social inequality. Lastly, the fourth most cited
learning outcome was developing a sense of personal or social responsibility (50%). In
fact, many of syllabi noted outcomes that related to developing increased awareness and
creating meaning from ones’ experience and applying it to their view of themselves.
Defining the service component. In addition to defining the student learning
experience, an important part of designing a service learning course is creating an
authentic student experience. This is an extremely important part of building an effective
course as it sets course expectations as well as determines if outcomes were achieved. In
looking at expectations, a clear differentiator in the syllabi focuses on the number of
hours of service the class should hold. Amongst the eight syllabi analyzed, 20% of the
syllabi identified 1-5 hours of service, 12.5% 8-14, 12.5% 30-35, and 50% did not state a
clear number of hours. Another guide for establishing a service learning course is
defining how service will guide the evaluation process and determining the percentage of
the grade it will impact so as to determine whether desired outcomes were achieved.
Amongst the syllabi studied, 12.5% determined that service would be worth 33% of the
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grade, 12.5% determined 40%, 12.%% determined 65%, and 50% determined that service
would be worth 80-100% of the grade. As part of the grade, evaluation practices were
studied to determine if there were key methods for assessing student success. Amongst
the eight courses analyzed, there were five methods used: exams, class participation,
reflection assignments, presentations, and a final report (see Table 17).
Table 17
Evaluation Practices
Evaluation Practice
Exams
Class Participation
Reflection Assignments
Presentations
Final Report

n
4
7
6
7
5

%
50
87.5
75
87.5
62.5

Reflection activities. Critical reflection is a key component of building an
effective service learning course. Researchers argue that reflection should be ongoing
(Jacoby, 2015) and provide students with an opportunity to assess what they think may
happen (La Lopa, 2012) as well reflect on their experience (Jacoby, 2015; La Lopa, 2012;
Toole & Toole, 1995). Thus, it is important to establish critical reflection components
that get the students to connect to both the content of the course and their experience. In
evaluating the syllabi, all provided regular reflection activities consisting of journals
(37.5%), research papers (50%), class presentations (62.5%), and reflection papers
(75%). While some courses selected one of these reflection activities, many of these
courses exercised a variety of these to achieve and evaluate their desired learning
outcomes.
Summary. Though the course syllabi studied varied by discipline, there were
several defining similarities. As outlined by the research, service learning courses seek to
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provide a context or application of the course content, and at least half of the syllabi
analyzed showed evidence of that. Another big part of developing a service learning
course is establishing regular and routine reflection opportunities. At least six out of the
eight syllabi studied (75%) indicated that reflection was a routine part of the course, and
50% indicated that a major part of the course was facilitating self-reflection. Lastly,
research shows that a key role that faculty must play in a service learning course is that of
a facilitator. In fact, six out of eight syllabi indicated that facilitative feedback would be
provided while two out of the eight would also be peer-evaluated. This shows that, while
the faculty member controls the course content and structure, the student dictates how the
experience and process will affect their thinking. Thus, creating a collaborative learning
environment where faculty can facilitate the learning and students become co-producers
through their personal development.
Summary of Dominant Themes and Patterns in the Findings
Theme 1: Personal Meaning and Career Paths
The faculty participants had similar definitions for how they found meaning in
service learning. They reported wanting to make deeper connections with the community
and making connections to the course content. They understood the importance of
creating meaningful experiences for their students in order to meet social and community
needs. At least three participants noted the importance of empowering students to reflect
on their own personal values out of the service learning experience. This aligned with the
fact that six out of the eight participants reported that by engaging in the community and
building stronger connections, students would change the way they see their role within
the community.
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In addition, to deriving personal meaning from service learning, the faculty
participants found service learning in different points of their lives and careers. For two
of the participants, service was always a part of their lives as they learned to serve others
from their families. Another two participants found service learning while in college
when they took a class that utilized the pedagogy. Another three participants noted that
service learning was tied to their passion for their field. Overall, the faculty participants
found service to be tied to the values they see in their fields as it directly relates to who
they are or who they have become.
Theme 2: Personal Values as They Support Academic Values
The participants in the study reported mixed personal values as to why they
developed interest in service learning. For three participants, it was the ability to
integrate their faith with their professional work as well as the values of their current
institution. Their connection to faith pushed many to focus on the work needed in the
community. For other participants, it was their desire to make a difference and encourage
others to serve through building relationships with others. For many participants;
however, there was a desire to not only make a personal connection with service, but also
make a connection to their academic values. For half of the faculty participants, creating
these types of experiences for their students meant more to them because they found the
work to be rewarding and gave them a sense of purpose. This aligned with the fact that
half of the participants believed that service learning in their courses provided their
students with the best way to learn.

165

Theme 3: Student Learning Outcomes and Benefits
Service learning as a pedagogical tool offers deeper learning of the course
content, but also offers many benefits to the students as a result. Almost all of the faculty
participants noted that service learning benefitted the student by allowing for personal
discovery. Seven out of eight participants found that service learning allowed their
students to discover who they are and make connections to their own personal values.
This notion aligned with the fact that service learning offers students a personal
experience. Another clear benefit expressed by the faculty participants is that these types
of course offer students the ability to personally reflect on their experiences by thinking
critically and developing a deeper understanding of others.
For many of the faculty participants, service learning offered students the
opportunity to build new skillsets by empowering them to take charge of their experience
and look to the community to make a difference. This aligned with the fact that seven of
the eight participants believed that by empowering students with a sense of citizenship,
they can have a positive difference on the world. As these service learning experiences
are personal, the role faculty plays changes to become more facilitative to share in the colearning process. In fact, this aligns with the outcomes noted in the syllabi collected that
relate to creating meaning from ones’ experience and applying it to their view of
themselves. While the faculty dictates the course content, it is the student that processes
and reflects on the experience.
Theme 4: Institutional Influences and Support
The participants in the study reported mixed experiences in their various
institutions. One of the key contributing factors to building faculty support for service
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learning is having organizational support. While three out of the four institutions have a
center on campus to assist with service, many participants noted that more support could
be given; not only monetarily through grants but also through professional development
opportunities to provide them added support. Six participants noted that their institution
provided grants for such things as transportation for students, and developing course
curricula. However, three participants noted that they were able to have the opportunity
to take advantage of professional development opportunities. In fact, two participants in
the study took on the role of faculty liaison to assist other faculty in building their syllabi
as well as supporting their scholarship efforts. This aligns with the fact that some
participants believed that it is through collaboration and working with other colleagues
across disciplines could build additional support for these endeavors.
Theme 5: Rewards and Recognition
In addition to institutional support, the participants in the study believed that
support could be attained through rewards and recognition. Five participants noted that
their respective institutions had a pedagogical award for recognizing service learning. In
fact, four of the participants received the award and recognition for their work. However,
for some, an award does not validate their work and efforts. For one participant, the
value of her work is validated by the support of her department. This aligns with the fact
that many participants felt supported to use service learning when it becomes either a
departmental or university-wide priority. For some, they found value in their work when
they were able to tie it directly to their university’s mission and strategic plan.
In addition to being recognized by the institution, some participants noted that
being institutionally recognized by the community was of equal importance. Two
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participants believed that institutional recognition would be given when faculty could see
the positive affect on the communities. This would allow faculty to see the good that is
being done and reciprocally the positive impact their work has on the visibility of the
institution. This aligns with the fact that participants believe that university-wide policy
is the key to recognizing the validity of service learning. If the institution is recognized
by the community positively from this work, the faculty too will be recognized as will
their efforts in support of service learning.
Theme 6: Challenges in Becoming an Engaged Scholar
In addition to the noted plethora of benefits from using service learning in the
classroom, the participants in this study reported similar reasons why faculty may be
hindered from using service learning. While the experiences of the participants varied,
several reasons emerged: time commitment, logistical difficulties, teaching out of ones’
comfort zone, service not being seen as part of tenure and promotion, being seen as nonacademic, and not having adequate reward structures. Not surprisingly, time is the most
cited challenge to building service learning into their curriculum. This aligned with the
fact that participants noted the need for organizational and staff support to handle
daunting administrative tasks and logistical difficulties. In order to teach the class well,
faculty need to focus on the curriculum and give these administrative tasks to others.
Service learning is not a comfortable teaching tool for some as it requires faculty
to step out of their comfort zone and take a more facilitative role. In fact, one participant
stated that a deterrent to using this in the classroom is the loss of control that some
faculty may feel in the classroom. As this pedagogy may be different, some participants
noted that others may see it as non-academic or rigorous, which also has implications for
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faculty when they come up for tenure. Tenure and promotion was the largest cited theme
as a challenge to implementation as most participants felt challenged to produce research
and publish. This aligns with the fact that many faculty felt that in order for service
learning to take hold as an institutional priority the goal would be to establish a
university-wide policy recognizes the value of service learning.
Summary
This chapter presented the phenomenological data findings produced from this
study. A thorough examination of findings from the interviews conducted with eight
faculty about their lived experiences with integrated service learning in their curriculum
in private, higher education institutions in Southern California was presented. Through
extensive analysis of the data, major themes, patterns, and findings were identified and
placed into five themes: motivations for personal meaning, personal values, student
learning outcomes and benefits, institutional influences and support, and rewards and
recognition. Chapter V includes a detailed analysis of the data as it related to the review
of the literature, conclusions, and recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The final chapter presents a summary of the results of the study and connects the
reported data in Chapter IV to the literature presented throughout the study. A summary
of the major findings is provided by each research question. The unexpected findings are
discussed, followed by conclusions and implications for action universities can take to
increase their support for service learning and meet the needs of twenty-first century
college students. Finally, the chapter concludes with recommendations regarding future
research and final remarks and reflections.
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to explore factors that motivate
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum in private, higher education
institutions in Southern California. As a product of this qualitative study, it is the hope
that this research provides increased evidence in establishing faculty interest and
participation in service learning. As faculty become familiar in this type of pedagogy,
service learning pedagogy may shift from marginal participation to becoming
institutionalized.
Methodology
To collect this information, the study was guided by one central research question
and five sub-questions designed to explore factors that motivate faculty to integrate
service learning into their curriculum. The central research question was: What are the
lived experiences of higher education faculty that have motivated them to integrate
service learning in their curriculum? The sub-questions for the study were:
1. Definition - How do faculty perceive the meaning and use of service learning?
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2. Motivation - What personal values, beliefs, and experiences have motivated
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum? Was there a path within
their career that led them to this (e.g. education, prior experience)?
3. Institution - What institutional support factors motivate faculty to integrate service
learning in their curriculum?
4. Recognition - What types of rewards and recognition motivate faculty to integrate
service learning in their curriculum?
5. Outcomes - What student learning outcomes motivate faculty to integrate service
learning in their curriculum? What are some of their significant success stories of
their students who have participated in their courses?
This study employed a semi-structured interview instrument to produce
descriptive narratives that would attempt to explain participants’ motivations on service
learning in the curriculum as well as provide a qualitative understanding to their
individual experiences. The instrumentation utilized for this study consisted of twentyseven predetermined, open-ended questions to ensure consistency with all participants.
Eight interviews were conducted with faculty experienced with teaching service learning.
Each interview was recorded to ensure the data collected was accurate, and the recordings
were later transcribed. This allowed the researcher to analyze the data and identify
common themes amongst the participants. To support participant perspectives, course
syllabi was analyzed to gain insight into faculty pedagogical strategies as well as student
learning outcomes that motivate faculty.
The population for this study was limited to faculty members experienced in
service learning in Southern California higher education institutions within the California
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Campus Compact. The four institutions that will be used for this study are Loyola
Marymount University, Chapman University, Pepperdine University, and the University
of San Diego. These institutions were selected as they are peer institutions that are 1)
private, 2) religiously affiliated, 3) of similar size in their respective student bodies and
faculty, 4) liberal arts institutions with undergraduate enrollments over 3,000, 5)
members of California Campus Compact, 6) located in Southern California, and 7) have
similar mission statements that focus on service and educating for citizenship. The
sample for this study focused on undergraduate faculty teaching service learning in one
of the four institutions.
The sample for this study represented a small portion of the overall population of
undergraduate faculty using service learning. Eight participants were selected to
participate in this study. Participants in this study met the following criteria: 1) both
taught and incorporated service learning; and 2) have a clear understanding of the
meaning behind service learning. These faculty members were identified on their
respective institutional websites as those that use service learning in their curriculum.
A qualitative approach emerged as the most suited for this research as the study
sought to examine the lived experiences of higher education faculty. Phenomenology
was selected to gain a deeper understanding of these experiences on both an individual
level and possibly as a shared experience. In order to align the research design with the
proposed research questions, a phenomenological approach was used to study the
problem pragmatically and obtain a rich data for the experiences of individuals to help
understand faculty motivations and perceptions. This study utilized purposive sampling
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to recruit study participants that were believed to be “good sources of information”
(Patten, 2012, p. 51).
Major Findings
The phenomenological approach for this study produced findings regarding the
lived experiences of higher education faculty that have motivated them to integrate
service learning in their curriculum. The study sought to understand faculty motivations
and perceptions of service learning to make sense of the transitional process including
motivations to adopt the pedagogy, professional preparation, and implementation
strategies for success. The study participants shared their experiences and stories of why
they choose to use service learning as a pedagogical tool. The stories and experiences of
these faculty provided insight as to how universities could improve how it supports and
encourages future faculty to adopt this pedagogy. The data collected revealed the
following key findings:
Finding 1: Faculty Find Meaning Through Deeper Connections to the Community
The data collected from the interviews revealed that faculty believe that service
learning is used to build deeper connections to the community to understand how they
can best meet social needs. In fact, researchers (Byers & Gray, 2012; Demb & Wade,
2012; Beere et al., 2011; McKay & Estrella, 2008) suggest that faculty are motivated to
include community engagement in their curriculum by the desire to serve and make a
difference in their communities. Most of the respondents explained that they used service
learning as a way to create meaningful experiences that connect to course content for
deeper learning. For some participants, it was their faith and belief in service that called
them to encourage their students to embrace their community and see their role within it.
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Participants held a passion for community engagement and valued serving others, namely
their community that pushed them to build this type of curriculum for their students.
Faculty that believed in service learning were able to sustain their motivation by
their commitment to improving their community (Darby & Knight-McKenna, 2016;
O’Meara, 2008; Abes et al., 2002) as well as building long-term relationships (McIntyre
et al., 2005). In fact, Dostilo et al. (2016) found that faculty become motivated to adopt
the pedagogy by identifying to one of three identities: personal, professional and civic.
Half of the participants identified with the professional identity focused on teaching,
service, and discipline; while the other half of the participants identified with the civic
identity focused community, church, democracy and social justice. Thus, participants
were able to find meaning in fostering an intentional sense of community, caring and
building relationships, and making connections through reciprocity as well as their innate
desire to serve.
Finding 2: Faculty Value Community Engagement as Part of Their “Professional
Identities”
Hartley & Saltmarsh (2016) argue that faculty who place value on service
learning and community engagement have developed a “professional identity” as well as
a career path to accomplish that. In a 2008 study by O’Meara, participants began
teaching with service learning very early on in their careers. In fact, four participants in
this study began using service learning from the onset of their careers for various reasons
including exposure to service either growing up or while in college themselves. For one
participant, the exposure to service learning in her youth helped carry her throughout her
“whole higher education experience.” However, for other participants, service learning
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was introduced to them later in their careers and after seeing the benefit to their students,
they adopted it into their courses.
Faculty that become engaged scholars believe in establishing “meaningful
careers” even when their respective institutions are undecided in their commitment to
community engagement (O’Meara, 2016). In fact, an early study by Hammond (1994)
found faculty members noted “relevancy to their disciplines” as to why they adopted the
pedagogy. Several participants noted an importance of service in finding meaning as to
why they chose to use it in their courses. However, three participants noted that their
love for service learning was tied to their passion for their field. In fact, one participant
noted that her passion for service in the community pushed her to change the way she
taught her courses and return to her pedagogical roots. For another participant, he
believed it was part of his calling, as his discipline requires that he gives back to the
community. It is a part of the work that he does.
Finding 3: Faculty Want to Find Balance Between Their Personal and Professional
Values
Although it may be the case that academic values provided a purpose for
incorporating service learning, it was faculty’s desire to integrate their personal and
professional values in using service learning. Furco & Moely (2012) argue that faculty
become more willing to support service learning when they see an alignment between the
pedagogy and their personal values and beliefs. This correlates to the research that faculty
are able to make a connection when they are able to tie the learning to their personal lives
(O’Meara, 2013) as well as the prospect of deepening the learning for their students (Katz
Jameson et al., 2013; Van Note Chism et al., 2013; Beere et al., 2011; O’Meara, 2008;
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Abes et al., 2002). For many participants, creating these experiences meant more to them
as a way to integrate and help students learn because they felt it was a rewarding
experience and gave them a renewed sense of purpose.
Research shows that faculty are motivated to adopt this pedagogy when they are
able to influence their students in a meaningful way (Colby, 2003) and they are
convinced of its academic value (Lambright and Alden, 2012). For many participants,
they felt deeply connected to service learning because they knew and saw the value in the
learning for their students. In fact, one participant stated, “I see the value for my students
and for myself in terms of keeping me moving, to keep working in this direction.” For
more than half of the participants, it was this desire to connect the content to real-world
issues and apply the learning that drew them to the value of service learning as a
pedagogy. It was the belief that these types of courses provided students with the best
way to learn as well as an opportunity for personal discovery.
Finding 4: Faculty Believe in Personal Discovery
Several studies (Cronley et al., 2014; Witmer et al., 2009; Hammond, 1994) found
that faculty are motivated to adopt the service learning pedagogy because of its relevance
to student learning outcomes. The data collected from the interviews revealed that
faculty believe that service learning allows students to discover who they are and their
role in the community. Beere et al. (2011) argues that faculty are motivated by the ability
to watch their students grow and develop in ways that cannot be done in the classroom.
Eighty-seven percent of the participants in the study noted that service learning benefitted
the student by allowing for personal discovery. The participants noted that the service
learning experiences offer students personal experiences as they work through the
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learning and reflection processes. This aligns in fact with the research that shows that the
learning can become a tool through both discovery and empowerment as it becomes a colearning process (Jarvis, 2010; Garcia & Smith, 1996). Through service learning, the role
of faculty changes to become more facilitative to empower students in their learning.
As part of the discovery process, service learning also allows students to build
new skillsets by deepening the learning process. Jackson & Elmoore (2013) contend that
by making connections to the course content and “teaching to discovery” faculty will be
able to “enhance student learning, promote civic responsibility, and provide co-curricular
learning experiences that prepare students for future careers and as citizens” (p. 26). This
aligned with the fact that almost all participants believed that by empowering students to
take charge of their learning, they can draw meaning from their experience and apply it to
how they view themselves. As the students process and reflect on the experience, they
will be able to change their views and look to the community to make a difference. As
noted by one participant, these service learning opportunities allow students to reflect on
their own personal values to determine how they might grow out or change due to the
experiences and people they have encountered.
Finding 5: Faculty Believe in Supporting Their Institution’s Mission and Desire
Increased Collaboration
The data collected from the interviews demonstrated that faculty need
organizational support to build service learning in their curriculum. However, research
shows that faculty become motivated to engage in the community by their desire to
support their institution’s mission (Demb & Wade, 2012; O’Meara, 2008). For 37.5% of
participants, they saw the value in using service learning as it directly related to their
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respective institution’s mission. In fact, one participant noted that giving back to the
community was a part of the compassionate, service and dignity pillar, and allowed him
to focus on redesigning his course to meet a core piece of the institutional mission.
Research shows that faculty collaboration and communication among peers helps
promote change in teaching behaviors (Van Note Chism et al., 2013; Demb & Wade,
2012; Smith, 2008; McIntyre et al., 2005) as sharing failures and successes enhances
faculty motivation (O’Meara, 2013). For many participants, there was a desire to create
professional development opportunities that would allow them to learn from each other
and collaborate. One participant noted that being given the opportunity to learn from
each other, as colleagues to support their efforts would be very helpful in pursuing more
efforts. In fact, two other participants took on a very important role as faculty liaisons to
assist their fellow colleagues in building additional support and provide funding. This
aligns with the research that shows that institutions that provide opportunities for funding
professional development will see improvement in teaching skills.
Finding 6: Faculty Need Institutional Recognition That Service Learning is Valued
Faculty are motivated to build service learning in their curriculum if they perceive
these types of efforts are supported and recognized by the institution. Research shows
that if community and civic engagement efforts are to become institutionalized, a system
of faculty rewards needs to be established (Harley & Saltmarsh, 2016). These rewards do
not necessarily need to be tied to monetary assistance and can be as simple as being
recognized by their students, colleagues, and respective institution. Five participants
noted that their respective institutions had a pedagogical award for recognizing their
work; and four of the participants were, in fact, recipients. This aligns with the fact that
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many participants feel supported to continue to use service learning when it is seen as an
institutional or departmental priority.
Another aspect that shows faculty that service learning is valued is when it is
tied to tenure and promotion. Researchers have long seen the benefits of institutional
recognition of service activities through promotion and tenure and awards for service
(Demb & Wade, 2012; Beere et al., 2011; Abes et al., 2002; Kezar & Rhoads, 2002;
Bringle & Hatcher, 2000; Hammond, 1994; Boyer, 1990). In fact, Kezar & Rhoads
(2001) contend having service tied to the promotion and tenure process reinforces
“pedagogical innovation.” Amongst the participants, tenure and promotion was the
challenge most noted as something their university could improve on. Many participants
remarked at the fact that their institution only valued teaching and research, and they felt
pressured to produce research and publish. It was a common feeling amongst many
participants that, if their university is to value service as part of service learning, it must
be a part of the tenure process.
Unexpected Findings
As discussed in the second finding above, prior research suggests that faculty that
began teaching service learning did so early in their careers. Findings from this study;
however, were unexpected as they contradicted previous research findings. Findings
from this study show that only three of the participants taught using a service learning
approach from the beginning of their careers. The majority of the participants began
once they either were introduced to it or were convinced of its merits for their students as
part of their course. In fact, two participants began using service learning 7-10 years into
their careers; another participant 12 years into his or her career; and the last two 25-26
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years into their careers. Most of them conveyed that they found service learning to be
tied to the values they see for their students in helping them to discover who they are.
Also surprising was that not all participants mentioned their desire for personal
learning and growth or being the frontiers of their discipline as noted in the research. As
citied in Chapter II, according to a study by O’Meara (2008), participants were drawn to
service learning due to their passion for learning and their desire to be “frontiers of their
discipline.” In fact, Tukibayeva & Gonyea (2014) contend the sharing of “intellectual
experiences” between themselves and their students motivates faculty. While
participants in this study noted the importance of building professional development
opportunities, a prospect of being seen as a frontier of their discipline was a missing
finding of the study.
Conclusions
Based on the findings of this study, several conclusions were drawn regarding the
lived experiences of faculty that integrate service learning in their curriculum in private,
higher education institutions in Southern California:
Conclusion 1: Faculty Strongly Desire On-going, Systematic Professional
Development Opportunities to Support Service Learning
Based on the findings from this study and as supported by the literature, faculty
desire having professional development opportunities that would allow them to learn
from each other and collaborate. Researchers argue that faculty need organizational
support to gain new skills in curriculum development through workshops, seminars, or
faculty conferences (Saltmarsh et al., 2011; Kashmanian Oates & Gaither, 2001) as well
as help in creating service opportunities (Smith, 2008). Professional development
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opportunities allow faculty to improve their teaching skills as well as gain new skills that
will help them teach in the future. If faculty are to feel supported, then these types of
opportunities should be crafted to create mechanisms of support for faculty to develop
service learning opportunities. As evidenced in the interviews, faculty desire learning
from others and knowing how others have incorporated service learning with great
success. This can also be seen as an opportunity for universities to support new faculty
who may desire these types of engagement efforts. By creating a faculty development
program, universities will be able to build support for the success of their faculty and
encourage new faculty to embrace the pedagogy with added skills.
Conclusion 2: Organizations that Establish Central Hubs for Service Learning Gain
More Buy-in
Based on the findings from the study and as supported by the literature, one of the
key contributing factors to building faculty support for service learning is having
organizational support. In reviewing the four institutions, three of the four universities
have a physical center that handles service in action while another is in the early stages of
building avenues of support and relies on the support of the Office of Civic Engagement.
As evidenced by the interviews, participants desire having the structural support to take
the pressure off some of the administrative tasks to help them to be able to focus on
facilitating their courses. This aligns with the research that shows faculty become more
willing to adopt service learning if they have support and staff to take on administrative
tasks (Beere et al., 2011; Colby, 2003; Bringle & Hatcher, 2000) that can impede their
efforts.

For many participants, support is attained through a center or office that assists

in these tasks and provides funding as well as opportunities for professional development.
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By creating a central support function, universities will be able to facilitate institutional
support, collaboration, information sharing about community partnerships, and best
practices for implementation.
Conclusion 3: Faculty Want Their Universities to Support Collaboration for Service
Learning Across Disciplines
Based on the findings from this study and as supported by the literature, faculty
desire the opportunity to discuss and share experiences with their colleagues. Research
shows that collaboration among peers helps encourage “change in teaching behaviors.”
As evidenced in the interviews, when asked how their respective institution could
improve the support given to faculty to teach service learning, increased collaboration
amongst their faculty peers across disciplines was largely noted. For many participants,
this collaboration was drawn from their desire to create professional development
opportunities and a feeling of support for one another. These opportunities would allow
for deeper learning, sharing of best practices, and provide the support needed to pursue
these efforts. For many participants, there was a feeling of isolation as the support they
felt was provided solely through their departments and very few had a greater
understanding of the work being done on community engagement on the institutional
level. Therefore, based on the findings, it can be concluded that universities foster the
platform needed to allow faculty to share experiences, best practices, and build
knowledge across the disciplines. By creating these types of opportunities, the university
will be able to identify the faculty participating with service learning and gauge the
interest of others as a way to advocate for their involvement.

182

Conclusion 4: Organizations That Develop Comprehensive Marketing Campaigns
That Promote Service Learning Increase Their Visibility
Based on the findings from this study and as supported by the literature, faculty
are motivated to build service learning in their curriculum if they perceive these types of
efforts are supported and recognized by the institution as valid. As evidenced in the
interviews, participants believe that recognition provides them with a sense of validity
that the work that they are doing supports the institution. For many participants, their
respective institutions provided some kind of pedagogical award that recognized faculty
efforts in service learning or pedagogical innovation. In fact, four participants were
recipients of the award and acknowledged by their peers and departments. However, for
some participants, while their department supported service learning, it may not be a part
of the support given by their respective institution as reflected in their institution’s
priorities. While internal recognition creates a feeling of support, participants also felt
that recognition in the community also validated their work. In fact, two participants
believed that institutional support is attained when faculty could see “the positive affect
of service learning on the communities that we serve.” For instance, one participant
stated:
I think knowing that the university does do a lot of good things, that the university
does care about the community because they are very aware of the perception and
the community…. I think they are less aware of things like service learning, and
the work that the College of Education does and across the university. We do
give back a lot and that goes unnoticed.
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Research shows that institutions need to promote service learning as a way to
identify and make visible the efforts of their faculty (Abes et al., 2002) and motivate
other faculty to take part (Beere et al., 2011; Smith, 2008). As evidenced in the
interviews, an important aspect of recognizing the work of the faculty is publicizing it to
the community and showing the positive effect of those they are serving. Therefore,
based on the findings, it can be concluded that higher education institutions establish
comprehensive marketing campaigns focused on community outreach that will: 1)
generate greater awareness for service learning; 2) inform faculty how they can apply
service learning in their courses; and 3) promote the positive work being done in the
community. For some participants, the work in the community would not only be a boost
for the local community but would create a positive impression on the institution itself.
In fact, such a marketing campaign could play a role in building trust with the
community, creating greater awareness of community problems, and calling to action to
help find a solution to address the community’s needs.
Conclusion 5: Faculty Believe That Incorporating a Scholarship of Engagement
Should be Part of the Tenure and Promotion Process
Based on the findings for this study and as supported by the literature, if service
learning is to be validated as part of faculty’s scholarly activity, then there must be a tie
to the tenure and promotion process. Institutions show that service learning is valued
when service learning is a prevalent part of the curriculum and personnel decisions i.e.
hiring, tenure and promotion, and performance evaluations (Cooper, 2014; Bringle &
Hatcher, 1996; Boyer, 1990). As evidenced in the interviews, tenure and promotion was
the challenge most noted amongst all participants as something their university could
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improve on. Many participants noted a common challenge that their service learning
efforts were not recognized as part of the process. As evidenced by the interviews, a
common problem faced by faculty is the pressure to publish and produce research. For
instance, one participant stated:
The main thing is the time constraint. The energy that it takes putting into it
especially on tenured faculty. If you are tenured and thinking of going for full
professorship, publications are still the priority. In fact, service learning and
community engagement efforts are not rewarded in the same way that writing is
and publishing is. I would like the administration to rethink that because I know
that we hear repeatedly that that they want to make the university visible. In the
past, that was interpreted through: you wrote a book with the institution’s name
on it or you wrote an article with your institution’s affiliation. Then, there is the
concrete kind of visibility that we could increase, but I think until that gets
rewarded towards your end-of-the-year evaluation I do not think it is going to
pick up steam in getting people to do it.
Thus, based on the findings, it can be concluded that universities expand the
tenure and promotion process to include engaged scholarship. By including engaged
scholarship, faculty will be encouraged to include community engagement in their work
and see service learning as a valid pedagogical tool. In addition, higher education
institutions should ensure that community and civic engagement efforts are counted
equally as a legitimate form of scholarship.
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Conclusion 6: Organizations That Foster Institutional Change and Commitment for
Service Learning will Gain Greater Buy-in From all Stakeholders
Based on the findings for this study and as supported by the literature, if
community engagement efforts and scholarship are to be seen as legitimate, then an
institutional commitment to support a scholarship of engagement must be present.
Research shows that “successful engagement requires three ingredients: long-term
sustained leadership; substantial infrastructure; and a widespread self-interest” (Saltmarsh
& Harley, 2016, p. 29). For one participant, having an academic administrator such as
the provost to support service learning as part of a general education requirement would
show the institutional commitment and foster change. In order for institutions to see
themselves as engaged citizens, service learning integration needs to be at the center of
institutional priorities (Jacoby, 2015; Abes et al., 2002). While many participants
initially felt that service was a part of their respective institution’s priorities, there was
gaps in their responses that proved support was really felt on the departmental level.
To foster a stronger commitment to service learning, institutional change must
occur that engages all stakeholders and becomes part of the organizational culture. Thus,
universities need to engage their campus communities in discussions around the civic
purposes of higher education. To prepare the students of the 21st century, college
educators must prepare students to live in a diverse society with the knowledge and skills
necessary to succeed in the workplace (King et al., 2013; Guerra, 2013; Keeling & Hersh,
2011; Bringle & Steinberg, 2010). In fact, this promise of preparing students to be
“educated, responsible citizens” is a part of the mission statements of the four institutions
within this study. However, if faculty are to believe in service learning, then the
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universities’ must align it to their mission, ensure the commitment of the faculty, build a
culture that service is a philosophy, and maintain the support of institutional leadership.
Implications for Action
The following section details the implications of this research and the actions that
higher education institutions should consider to motivate future faculty to adopt service
learning. Based on the findings and conclusions from this study and an extensive review
of the literature, the following implications for actions were recommended to improve the
overall lived experiences of higher education faculty:
•

Institutional support (financial resources, course development grants, and
faculty workshops) is needed to support service learning.

•

Professional development opportunities for faculty to share the importance
of how to incorporate service learning into your curriculum through
discussions on syllabi development, community partnerships, evaluation,
reflection activities, logistics, etc.

•

Town hall meetings and brown bag luncheons to encourage faculty to
collaborate with their fellow colleagues in different disciplines to promote
deepened learning and the sharing of failures and successes.

•

Peer-mentoring programs to help junior faculty develop courses or
exchange ideas may lead to greater success.

•

Staff support and/or faculty liaisons will encourage greater participation
by providing faculty mentoring and curriculum design support.

•

Service learning holds a legitimate role in the tenure and promotion
process as part of the “scholarship of engagement.” This will allow
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faculty to feel and see that service learning is a validated pedagogical tool
supported by the institution.
•

Visibility of the success of faculty implementing service learning should
be shared in the community broadly to highlight the value of the work
being done and the positive influence service learning has on the
communities that are being served.

•

Highlight student success by conducting student surveys on service
learning courses both pre- and post- course to examine both student
growth and the learning outcomes achieved. This would allow faculty
teaching either to feel validated for the courses they are teaching and/or to
find ways to incorporate different tools to further develop defined learning
outcomes. In addition, having this data may also support other faculty in
adopting service learning, as they will now be able to see the student
benefits of using this approach.
Recommendations for Further Research

Based on the findings and limitations for this study, the following
recommendations for further research are suggested:
1. A replication of the study using an institution that supports service
learning extensively with a focus on a second institution where service
learning is just getting started should be conducted. This would capture
the varying viewpoints of faculty when analyzing institutional support.
2. Another study should be conducted on the differences of lived experiences
of male and female faculty. This would provide further insight into the
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unique challenges among the faculty.
3. Another study should be conducted on the reasons why a lack of faculty
reward system does not hinder faculty. This would provide further insight
into the reasons why faculty choose to adopt the pedagogy without
institutional support.
4. Another study should be conducted on how one’s faith influences their
adoption of service learning. This would provide further insight into how
faculty’s personal values and beliefs support their choice of using service
learning.
5. A future study focused on the personal values of faculty that integrate with
their passion for service learning from a qualitative perspective should be
conducted. This would provide further insight into the characteristics of
faculty that adopt this pedagogy.
6. A future research study focused on pedagogical best practices for
including service learning in the curriculum should be conducted. This
would provide further insight on possible success strategies as well as
potential failures to avoid.
7. A future study should be conducted focused on the role religiously
affiliated universities play in faculty adopting service learning. This
would provide further insight into additional motivational factors that
encourage faculty to adopt the pedagogy.
Concluding Remarks and Reflections
The best way to find yourself is to lose yourself in service to others.”
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-Mahatma Gandhi
This study sought to understand the lived experiences of higher education faculty
that have motivated them to integrate service learning in their curriculum. With this
study, I hoped to identify the faculty motivations and perceptions of service learning to
make sense of the transitional process including motivations to adopt the pedagogy,
professional preparation, and implementation strategies for success. Research suggests
that educators today recognize the importance of drawing connections between course
content (Knight, 2013) and real-world application (Longo & Gibson, 2016; Riehle &
Weiner, 2013; La Lopa, 2012; Cohn & Mullenix, 2007). O’Meara (2016) argues that in
today’s universities more faculty are engaging in scholarship that is “interdisciplinary,
collaborative, and crafted for public” (p. 97). As higher education institutions move their
focus on diversity and providing a democratic education, this type of scholarship will be
an institution’s greatest strength (O’Meara, 2016). A significant challenge for faculty in
building service learning in their curriculum is the view that service is not a part of the
academic reward structure (Demb & Wade, 2012; Vogelgesang et al., 2010; Witmer et
al., 2009; Ward et al., 2003; Hammond, 1994).
Through semi-structured interviews with eight faculty representing various ranks
and disciplines, I derived an understanding of their lived experiences as well as the
challenges they face in incorporating this pedagogical tool. An exhaustive review of the
current literature regarding the motivations, perceptions, and challenges of higher
education faculty yielded many results. Existing research about higher education faculty
focused on characteristics of faculty members who use service learning as well as faculty
perceptions. Since I began this research study over a year ago, a review of the current
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literature revealed a gap exists as studies have focused primarily on quantitative, survey
data or institutional case study analysis. Thus, a study on faculty attitudes and how they
utilize service learning in the classroom from a qualitative perspective was needed and
would add to the body of literature to improve how institutions value it as a key learning
tool.
As an administrator in higher education focused on helping to build support for
service learning, I discovered through this study that many of the challenges our own
faculty face are indeed the challenges faculty face at other institutions. These challenges
were not unique to our university. Although I remained objective during the data
collection phase of this study, I was able to draw correlations from the experiences I have
at my current institution with those of the participants in the study. This study discovered
that faculty that believe in the value of service, adopt service learning in their curriculum.
As an administrator in higher education, I gained new insights, as well as confirmed
others, that will enable me to better support our faculty in their service learning efforts.
This study inspired me to collaborate with faculty and continue my research to
support their efforts. In order to help students succeed in the twenty-first century,
educators have a calling to not only provide them with a quality education, but also
prepare them to live in a diverse society outside the classroom. With service learning, we
can provide a basis for transformational learning that pushes students to discover
themselves and their role in society, and become advocates for change. I am truly
grateful for the opportunity to have met and talked with the faculty in this study; their
passion for teaching, impacting their students, and making a difference in the world
conveyed their dedication to service and the pedagogy. Thank you!
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APPENDIX B
Invitation to Participate as Expert Panel Member
STUDY: Impacting Learning for 21st Century Students: A Phenomenological Study of
Higher Education Faculty Utilizing a Service Learning Approach
Dear Potential Expert Panelist:
This email is to invite you to participate in a phenomenological research study as
a professional expert. As you know I am doctoral candidate in the Organizational
Leadership Doctoral program at Brandman University. I am getting ready to begin the
next stage of my dissertation which will lead to conducting my research. I am currently
working under the supervision of Dr. Marilou Ryder on the challenges faculty face in
integrating service learning in their curriculum as well as what motivates them to
continue despite these challenges.
What is the purpose of this research study?
The purpose of this phenomenological study was to explore factors that motivate
faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum in private, higher education
institutions in Southern California.
What will your involvement in this study mean?
As a professional expert, your involvement will encompass reviewing and
critiquing the research instruments that have been designed to answer specific research
questions. To prevent researcher bias, and to ensure the safety of all participants, I would
like for you scrutinize each of the interview questions, and provide feedback with ways to
improve the instrument.
If you have any questions regarding this phenomenological research study, please
do not hesitate to contact me at 562-234-2818 or by email at cmarshall8@verizon.net.
You can also contact my dissertation chairperson Dr. Marilou Ryder at 760-900-0556 or
by email at ryder@ brandman.edu.
Thank you very much for your interest and assistance in this phenomenological
study.
All the best,
Christina
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APPENDIX C
Interview Protocol
Participant: ________________________________
Date: _____________________________________
College: ___________________________________
INTERVIEWER SAYS:
Thank you for agreeing to meet with me today in order to interview you on your
perception of and experiences with service learning in implementing it into your
curriculum. I am currently working on a dissertation to complete a doctorate of
Education in Organizational Leadership and this interview will be a part of research I will
use to complete the dissertation.
Through this study, I am hoping to gain a better understanding of the factors that
motivate faculty to use service learning in their curriculum. As a faculty member
teaching a service learning course, your perspective is instrumental to this understanding.
I am interested in learning about your experiences, perspectives, and beliefs (essentially
your story).
Your participation is completely voluntary and will greatly strengthen the study.
If at any time you feel uncomfortable or would like to end the interview or not respond to
a question, please let me know. Your information will be kept confidential and your name
will be changed to protect your identity. In addition, I have provided a copy of the
questions that I will ask for your reference; however, I may have follow-up questions if
clarity is needed. The duration of this interview will take approximately 60 to 90 minutes.
Do you have any questions about the interview process?
CONSENT FORM:
The document I am providing is an informed consent form. It explains much of
the information I have shared as well as outlines the benefits and risks of your
participation. Please take a moment to read through the form and sign showing your
consent. [Interviewee to sign the consent form (see Appendix D)].
INTERVIEWER SAYS:
Before we get started, I wanted to take this opportunity to ensure that we gather a
sample of one of your service learning syllabi. The syllabus will be used to identify best
practices for elements that need to be incorporated within it, and will not be distributed in
any way. As the researcher, I will ensure that you and your institution can not be
identified in any way. The syllabi will only be used to measure learning outcomes and
teaching strategies.
As we get started, I would like to record this interview for transcribing purposes
and so that I can access it at a later time. I would like to be able to accurately represent
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you experiences, and at no time will your names be shared. Again, I will make sure that
your confidentiality is kept at all times. Do I have your permission to continue with this
interview and record it? [Obtain permission and turn on recording devises]
PROTOCOL QUESTIONS:
Let’s begin.
1. Background Information:
a. How long have you been teaching in higher education?
b. How long have you been at your current institution?
c. How would you identify your field or discipline?
2. Definition:
a. How long have you been involved with service learning?
b. How would you define service learning?
c. What courses do you teach using service learning?
i. Is it a required part of the course?
ii. What are the ways in which you use service learning?
d. What do you like about service learning and how has it supported your
teaching?
e. What do you perceive are the pedagogical difficulties in using service
learning?
3. Motivation:
a. Do you perceive service to be connected to your personal values and
beliefs?
b. What factors have contributed to why you chose to teach using service
learning?
c. What prompted you to get involved in service learning?
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d. What experiences have you had with service learning that have given you
the most validation for why you use service learning?
4. Learning & Teaching:
a. What are the benefits in using this approach for your students?
b. What are the biggest student rewards for using service learning in your
curriculum?
c. When you think about the courses you have taught, do you have any
student success stories that support why you use service learning?
d. How do you assess learning in your service learning courses?
5. Rewards & Recognition:
a. At your current university, are there mechanisms in place for recognizing
faculty efforts in service learning?
b. If any, what types of rewards or incentives does your university provide
(i.e. professional development opportunities, course releases, support for
conferences)?
c. Is service learning perceived as a component of scholarly research?
d. At your current university, is service learning tied to tenure and
promotion?
6. Institutional Support:
a. What types of support does your current university offer (i.e. funding,
grants, student, staff, center) to help facilitate your service learning
course(s)? What has been most helpful to you in implementing your
course(s)?
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b. Does your university place high priority on student and faculty
involvement in service? Do you perceive the level of university support as
a reflection of university priorities?
c. When you think of university support, at what level do you perceive
support is attained?
d. Why do you think other faculty may feel hindered from using service
learning? What could your institution do to improve how it supports
service learning?
Potential Follow-Up Question(s):
1. Are there any other aspects of your experiences with service learning that you
would like to share?
CLOSING STATEMENT:
This is all the questions I have for you at this time. Thank you very much for
your time today and your willingness to allow me to interview you for my dissertation. If
you would like a copy of my research at the conclusion of my study, I will be happy to
provide that for you. Please accept this as a small token of my appreciation for your
participation.
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APPENDIX D
Informed Consent Form
DATE: 09/01/16
INFORMATION ABOUT: Impacting Learning for 21st Century Students: A
Phenomenological Study of Higher Education Faculty Utilizing a Service Learning
Approach
RESPONSIBLE INVESTIGATOR: Christina Marshall, M.A. & M.S.
PURPOSE OF STUDY: The purpose of this phenomenological study was to explore
factors that motivate faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum in private,
higher education institutions in Southern California.
This study will fill the gap in the research by using a qualitative analysis to glean a more
detailed picture of faculty motivations in implementing service learning. As a product of
this qualitative study, it is the hope that this research provides increased evidence in
establishing faculty interest and participation in service learning. As faculty become
familiar in this type of pedagogy, service learning pedagogy may shift from marginal
participation to becoming institutionalized.
By participating in this study I agree to participate in a one-on-one interview with the
researcher. The interview will last between one and one and a half hours. Completion of
the interview will take place in September and October 2016.
I understand that:
a) There are minimal risks associated with participating in this research.
i. I understand that the Investigator will protect my confidentiality by
storing any research materials collected during the interview
process in a locked file drawer in which only the researcher has
access to.
b) The possible benefit of this study to me is that my input may help add to the
research regarding how faculty perceive service learning and provide increased
evidence in establishing faculty interest and participation. The findings will be
available to me at the conclusion of the study.
c) I understand that I will not be compensated for my participation in this study.
d) Any questions I have concerning my participation in this study will be answered
by Christina Marshall. She can be reached by email at cmarshall8@verizon.net or
by phone at 562-234-2818.
e) I understand that the interview will be audio taped. The recordings will be
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available only to the researcher, and will be used to capture the interview dialogue
and to ensure the accuracy of the information collected during the interview.
Upon completion of the study all transcripts and notes taken by the researcher
during the interview will be shredded.
My participation in this research study is voluntary. I understand that I may refuse to
participate in or I may withdraw from this study at any time without negative
consequences. Also, the investigator may stop the interview at any time. I also
understand that no information that identifies me will be released without my separate
consent and that all identifiable information be protected to the limits allowed by law. If
the study design or the use of data is to be changed I will be so informed and my consent
obtained. I understand that if I have any questions, comments, or concerns about the
study or the informed consent process, I may write or call the Office of the Executive
Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs, Brandman University, at 16355 Laguna Canyon
Road, Irvine, CA 92618 Telephone (949) 341-7641.
I acknowledge that I have received a copy of this form and the Research participant’s Bill
of Rights. I have read the above and understand it and hereby consent to the procedure(s)
set forth.

_______________________________________
Signature of Participant or Responsible Party

___________
Date

_________________________________________
Signature of Principal Investigator

___________
Date
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APPENDIX E
Invitation to Participate in Study
Dear Colleagues,
My name is Christina Marshall and I am currently a doctoral candidate at Brandman
University in the organizational leadership program. I am conducting a study that
explores factors that motivate faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum in
private, higher education institutions in Southern California. The proposed study is
needed to fill the gap in the research by using a qualitative analysis to glean a more
detailed picture of faculty motivations in implementing service learning. The results of
this study will be used to contribute to the existing literature regarding strategies for
building, supporting, and sustaining faculty support for service learning.
I have selected four institutions: Chapman University, Loyola Marymount University,
Pepperdine University, and University of San Diego as all are members of the California
Campus Compact. I have obtained your information from your respective institution as a
faculty member that may use service learning in your curriculum. If you are involved in
service learning, I would appreciate your participation in this study. To participate, please
contact me at 562-234-2818 (cell) or by email at cmarshall8@verizon.net so that we can
schedule a time for an interview that meets your schedule. The survey should take no
more than an hour and a half of your time to complete.
Additional details of the study are provided in the attached Description of the Study.
If you have any questions about this study, please e-mail me
at cmarshall8@verizon.net or call my dissertation supervisor, Dr. Marilou Ryder, at 760900-0556 or by email at ryder@ brandman.edu.
I very much appreciate your time and consideration in participating in this study.
Kind regards,
Christina Marshall
Doctoral Candidate, Organizational Leadership Program
Brandman University
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APPENDIX F
Description of Study Attachment

Description of the Study
What is this project studying?
This study is called “Impacting Learning for 21st Century Students: A Phenomenological
Study of Higher Education Faculty Utilizing a Service Learning Approach.” This study
will explore factors that motivate faculty to integrate service learning in their curriculum
in private, higher education institutions in Southern California.
What would I do if I participate?
You will be asked to participate in a one-on-one interview with the researcher regarding
your perceptions and experiences with service learning. In addition to the interview, you
will also be asked to provide a sample of one of your syllabi. The syllabus will be used
to identify best practices for elements that need to be incorporated, and will not be
distributed in any way nor linked to your institution.
Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?
Yes, absolutely. Your participation is completely voluntary. The researcher and the
Brandman University Institutional Review Board have reviewed the interview questions
and think you can answer them comfortably. You can also stop answering or skip any
questions at any time. Participating is your choice. However, we do appreciate any help
you are able to provide.
How long will my participation take?
The interview should take no more than an hour and half.
How are you protecting privacy?
The researcher will protect all participants confidentiality by storing any research
materials collected during the interview process in a locked file drawer in which only the
researcher has access to. All findings in the study will be reported in the aggregate and
participants will not be personally identifiable.
How will I benefit from participating in this study?
Besides providing the study with valuable information, you are also contributing to
research on a national, intellectual movement that is seeking to build support for service
learning and civic engagement across disciplines in higher education.
How can I participate in this study?
You can participate by contacting the researcher to schedule a time to share your
perceptions and experiences with service learning.
I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask?
1. If you have any questions about this research study, you can contact Christina
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Marshall through email at cmarshall8@verizon.net.
2. You may also contact Dr. Marilou Ryder, who is supervising this study, at 760900-0556 or by email at ryder@ brandman.edu.
3. Brandman University also has a Board, the Institutional Review Board, which
protects the rights of people who participate in research. You may contact the
coordinator, Jose Carlos Trujillo, with questions by email at
buirb@brandman.edu.
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APPENDIX G
Syllabi Matrix
Service Learning Syllabi Matrix
Parts of the
Syllabi
Clear Connection
between
academic content
and service
component

Stated course
objectives

Service
requirements

Community
Placements

Reflective
Process

Evaluation
Structure

Key Questions & Connections
Is service learning in the course
title?
Is there a clear definition of service
learning and how it applies to the
course?
What role does service learning
play? What will students get from
their community work that will
support and enhance their readings,
research and in-class experiences?
How will this service experience
enhance their knowledge, skills and
dispositions for their education role?
How are the objectives/ outcomes
directly related to the service
component?
Are they performance-based (teams
of students) or knowledge-based?
Is service an option or is it
mandatory?
What is the total number of hours of
service that is required?
What is the general nature of the
work?
What does the timeline for the
semester look like?
What sorts of service placements or
projects are students expected to
take on?
Will the entire class work with one
community partner or do they find
their own? If so, what are the
requirements
To what extent will regular and
routine written reflection be
required?
Is there an oral reflective process
and how will it take place?
What is the feedback process?
How are the service and the learning
evaluated?
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How does the syllabus fit?

Does the community partner
evaluate students’ effectiveness in
their service roles?
What is the relative weight of the
different components of the course?
What percentage of the grade is the
service learning component?
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APPENDIX H
Alignment Table
Research Questions

Sources of Data
•

Research Question 1:
How do faculty
perceive the meaning
and use of service
learning?

• Interviews with faculty
members from various
disciplines and
institutions
• Review of syllabi using
matrix
• Interviews with faculty
members from various
disciplines and
institutions

•

Interview
Questionnaire

• Interviews with faculty
members from various
disciplines and
institutions

•

Interview
Questionnaire

• Interviews with faculty
members from various
disciplines and
institutions

•

Interview
Questionnaire

• Interviews with faculty
members from various
disciplines and
institutions
• Review of syllabi using
matrix

•

Interview
Questionnaire
Open coding of syllabi

Research Question 2:
What personal values
and beliefs motivate
faculty to integrate
service learning in their
curriculum? What
career path led them to
this (e.g. education,
prior experience)?

Research Question 3:
What institutional
support factors
motivate faculty to
integrate service
learning in their
curriculum?
Research Question 4:
What rewards motivate
faculty to integrate
service learning in their
curriculum?

Research Question 5:
What student learning
outcomes motivate
faculty to integrate
service learning in their
curriculum and what
are some of their
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Analytical Technique

•

•

Interview
Questionnaire
Open coding of syllabi

significant success
stories?
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